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ABSTRACT 
Background: A quarter of U.S. children are bullied annually. State legislatures have 
responded to high profile media exposure of bullying and increased public concern by 
passing legislation aimed at preventing bullying among school children. 
Methods: The RE-AlM (Reach, Effectiveness, Adoption, Implementation, and 
Maintenance) framework was used to evaluate public school district responses to a 
Massachusetts 2010 anti-bullying law (MGL Ch. 71, Section 370). Massachusetts 
parents, school committee members, law enforcement leaders, and superintendents were 
surveyed about their perceptions of the law and its implementation. Comparative analyses 
were conducted using chi-square tests for categorical data. School district stakeholders in 
four diverse Massachusetts communities also were interviewed in depth to identify 
factors affecting adoption, implementation, and maintenance of school bullying 
prevention. Findings from these case studies were analyzed using standard qualitative 
analysis techniques and software. 
Results: The law had broad reach across Massachusetts public schools, with high levels 
of awareness of the law's existence (93.4%) and support for the mandate (81.3%) from an 
array of school constituencies. Across all stakeholders, there was a low degree of belief 
Vll 
that bullying rates had decreased after the law's implementation. Superintendents were 
more likely than school committee members or parents to believe school bullying 
interventions were effective. There was no evidence to suggest that school districts 
modified or realigned their anti-bullying strategies in response to the legislation. School 
districts have complied with the letter of the law, but adoption of the law has been 
challenged by competing priorities, absence of community consensus about the 
importance of the problem, concern about the evidence base for anti-bullying curricula, 
and the appropriateness of delegating responsibility for bullying prevention to schools. 
Conclusion: The anti-bullying mandate catalyzed school districts to standardize their 
response to bullying, but there is no evidence to suggest an impact on bullying rates. The 
narrow focus of a bullying law could redirect resources away from equally important 
priorities and programs related to socio-mental health and root causes of bullying. 
Findings suggest that re-direction of narrow regulatory efforts mandated by the law into 
collaborative development of broader health promotion programming with local 
flexibility may address bullying more effectively. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Bullying-the intentional, repetitive use of power to cause harm to or control another 
person with less power-is not just an issue for school administrations and the criminal 
justice system but represents a significant public health problem as well (Nansel et al. 
2001). As a form of youth violence, bullying is a major contributor to youth suicide and 
mental disorders in the United States (Brunstein Klomek et al. 2007; Bronstein Klomek, 
Sourander, and Gould 2010; Kim and Leventhal2008). The effects ofbullying 
reverberate across the lifespan, leading to chronic physical and mental health disorders 
such as depression during adulthood (Bronstein Klomek et al. 2007; Gladstone, Parker, 
and Malhi 2006; Hugh-Jones and Smith 1999). 
This form of aggression has become an issue for public discourse and state and 
local legislation in recent decades due to both its continued pervasiveness in schools and 
an elevated public awareness of negative outcomes for children and communities (e.g., 
lower academic achievement, absenteeism at school, anxiety and depressive disorders, 
and suicide). Globally, research indicates between 5% and 45% percent of children 
across 40 countries have experienced bullying, either as a bully, a victim, or both (Due et 
al. 2005; Elgar et al. 2009; Kuntsche et al. 2006). Bullying has both short-term and long-
term consequences. Children who are exposed to bullying are more likely to report 
physical illness than their peers (J. Srabstein and Piazza 2008), and adolescent bullies and 
their victims are at higher risk for mental health problems, physical injury, suicide 
attempts, and death (Kim and Leventhal2008; Laflamme et al. 2002; Bronstein Klomek, 
Sourander, and Gould 2010). 
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This chapter lays the foundation for a dissertation which evaluates the 2010 
Massachusetts legislative response to bullying and cyber-bullying in public school 
districts. The chapter describes the burden of bullying in the United States and 
Massachusetts, with a focus on disparities among groups affected by bullying behaviors. 
In particular, the emergence of electronic bullying is analyzed in terms of prevalence and 
potential impact on Massachusetts children. After presenting the purpose and public 
health relevance of this dissertation, the chapter concludes with an exposition on how 
bullying is defined from clinical, cultural, age, gender, race/ethnicity, and legal 
perspectives. 
Prevalence of Bullying in the United States 
In the United States, prevalence of bullying behavior is high among children and 
adolescents. Nansel et al. (2001) conducted the first United States nationally-
representative, population-based examination of bullying behavior among 15,686 
students in grades 6 through 10 in public and private schools who had completed the 
World Health Organization (WHO) Health Behavior in School-Aged Children (HBSC) 
survey' in 1998 (Nansel et al. 2001). Nansel and his colleagues found that bullying is the 
most common type of aggression experienced by school-aged children, and that 29.9% of 
1 The World Health Organization Health Behavior in School-Aged Children (HSBC) is a 
population-based, a cross-national research study conducted in collaboration with the WHO 
Regional Office for Europe. The target population of the HBSC study is a nationally-
representative sample of young people attending school, aged 11, 13 and 15 years old in 43 
countries. Data is collected through self-completion questionnaires administered in the classroom. 
The survey is conducted eve1y four years, with the last administration occuuing in 2005/2006. 
For more information, visit the HBSC website: http://www.hbsc.org. 
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children in the sample reported "moderate or frequent" involvement in bullying-that is, 
13.0% as a bully, 10.6% as a victim ofbullying, and 6.3% as both a bully and bullying 
victim. This study also demonstrated that males were more likely than females to engage 
in bullying behavior (12.9% of males v. 5.2% of females reported bullying on a weekly 
basis), and that bullying behavior was higher for children in grades 6 and 8 compared to 
adolescents in grades 9 and 10 (see Table 1-1). 
Nansel et al. also discovered that bullying and being bullied were positively 
correlated with poor psychosocial adjustment (p<0.001), a finding confirmed in a 
subsequent global study using 1997/1998 HBSC survey data across children and 
adolescents from 25 countries (p<0.05) (Nansel et al. 2004).2 The most recent 
administration of the HBSC survey reports that 11% of US respondents reported been 
bullied at least twice in the last two months (Due et al. 2005). Other national surveys 
such as the Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS)3 confirm high levels of bullying 
behaviors among adolescents. In the 2009 YRBS, 19.9% of high school students 
reported being bullied on school property during the 12 months before the survey (Eaton 
et al. 2010). Prevalence rates ofbullying victimization were higher among female 
(21.2%) than male (18.7%) high school students. The prevalence of having been bullied 
on school property in the last 12 months was higher among white (21.6%) than black 
(13.7%) and Hispanic (18.5%) high school students. (The detetminants of bullying are 
2 Prevalence across the 25 countries and a sample of 113 ,200 children aged 11, 13, and 15 ranged 
from 9% to 54%. 
3 In 2009, the Centers for Disease ContTol and Prevention modified questions on bullying on the 
Youth Behavior Risk Survey, replacing "harassment" with an explicit definition of bullying. For 
this reason, trend analysis is not possible. 
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presented in Chapter 2 in more detail.) 
One caveat to our understanding of bullying prevalence is the absence oflarge, 
nationally-representative surveys of bullying behaviors among elementary grade level 
children. Both the HBSC and YRBS population-based surveys focus on pre-adolescent 
and 
TABLE 1-1 
Weighted Percentage of Students Reporting Bullying Others During the Current 
Term* 
Reported Bullying, % (95% Cl) 
None Once or Twice Sometimes Weekly 
Total 55.7 (53.6-57.8) 25 .0 (23.9-26.1) 10.6 (9.5-11.6) 8.8 (7.9-9.6) 
By Sex 
Males 47.1 (44.8-49.4) 27.0 (25.5-28 .5) 13.0 (11.9-14.1) 12.9 (11.5-14.3) 
Females 63.2 (60.5-65 .8) 23.2 (21.8-24.6) 8.5 (7.0-9.9) 5.2 (4.4-6.0) 
By grade 
6th 54.3 (50.0-58.7) 26.9 (23.8-29.9) 8.4 (6.7-10.2) 10.4 (8.2-12.6) 
7th 53.5 (49.8-57.2) 26.9 (24.1-29.8) 9.8 (8.0-11.5) 9.8 (8.0-11.5) 
8th 50.5 ( 47.3-53.7) 25.4 (22.9-28.0) 14.3 (11.8-16.8) 9.8 (8 .2-11.4) 
9th 56.4 (53.2-59.5) 25.0 (22.9-27.1) 11.6 (9.1-14.2) 7.0 (6.0-8.0) 
lOth 64.0 (60.7-67.4) 20.4 (18.3-22.5) 8.6 (7.3-9.9) 6.9 (5.8-8.1) 
Source: Nansel et al., 2001 * Confidence Interval 
adolescent populations. However, there is evidence based on large survey samples that 
elementary-aged children also experience bullying behaviors. For example, a study of 
3,530 children in grades 3 to 5 in a US western school district reported 22% of children 
surveyed were exposed to bullying either as a victim, bully, or bully-victim (Glew et al. 
2005). 
5 
Cyber-bullying Prevalence 
Bullying in online spaces is pervasive, particularly because of the increase in usage of 
computers and mobile technologies (e.g. , text messaging) among adolescents. Cyber-
bullying- or bullying that occurs through the use of personal computing devices-
presents different challenges than traditional bullying. In the traditional experience of 
bullying, the victim has direct contact with the victimizer. In cyber-bullying, however, 
the targeted child may not know the source of the bullying because users are afforded 
anonymity online. Further, online content can be disseminated widely by a larger 
population than a classroom and can be recorded or saved for viewing over an indefmite 
period. Estimates of cyber-bullying victimization vary considerably in the literature 
(from 5% to 40%), primarily due to variability in the age group examined, definition of 
cyber-bullying used, and the methodology employed ((Kiriakidis and Kavoura 2014; Li 
2006; Patchin and Hinduja 2010b; Kowalski and Limber 2007; Williams and Guerra 
2007; Ybarra and Mitchell2004). 
Cyber-bullying behavior appears to vary by gender. A nationally-representative 
study of adolescents in grades 6 to 10 reported 13.8% ofrespondents had experienced 
cyber-bullying as a victim (Wang, Nansel, and Iannotti 2011). Adolescent girls are much 
more likely to have experienced cyber-bullying in their lifetimes (26% girls vs. 16% 
boys) (Patchin and Hinduja 2010b). The form of cyber-bullying employed also varies by 
gender; girls are more likely to spread rumors while boys are more likely to post hurtful 
visual content such as photos (2010). Differences in cyber-bullying behavior by other 
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individual characteristics such as age and race/ethnicity are less well described than 
gender differences in the scientific literature. 
Studies have shown that technology usage is very high among older school-aged 
children and adolescents. In a recent study of 10 to 18 year old adolescents in a large 
southern US school district, 83% indicated they had used their cell phone that day (see 
Figure 1-1) (Patchin and Hinduja 2010a). Respondents reported using Facebook as 
frequently as they used the Internet to do schoolwork. 
Research shows a lin1c between cyber-bullying and other forms of bullying. 
Ybarra and Mitchell (2004) showed that almost half of cyber-bullying victims and bullies 
report bullying in-person (Ybarra and Mitchell2004). Other studies report that in-person 
bullies were more likely to engage in electronic bullying than those children who were 
not involved in in-person bullying (e.g., Hinduja and Patchin 2008). Further, victims of 
in-person bullying were 2. 7 times more likely to be a victim of cyber-bullying than those 
children who were not in-person bullying victims (Patchin and Hinduja 2010a). 
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FIGURE 1-1 
Teen Use of Technology 
10-18 year old students, random sample of large southern US school district 
(n=4,441) (Source: Hinduja and Patchin, 2010) 
-,-83 
77 
51 50 50 47 4fi ;--- 41 41 39 38 
,- 32 
1-- - -· --· --- ,_ - -
t 1-- - ,-- - ~---~: 17 " ,-- - 1--k- - tl:t:i , .. ; .-
Reporting Bullying 
7 7 
• • 
Studies show that about half of bullying victims report bullying to their schools (Fekk:es, 
Pijpers, and Verloove-Vanhorick 2005; Whitney and Smith 1992). Boys and adolescents 
are less likely to report bullying than girls and younger children, respectively (MA 2004). 
Generally, students fail to report bullying because of fear, low self-esteem, or a 
perception that bullying will worsen or not be dealt with by teachers (Olweus 1984; Ken 
Rigby and Bagshaw 2003; MA 2004; Fekkes, Pijpers, and Verloove-Vanhorick 2005). 
Prevalence and Consequences of Bullying (all types) in Massachusetts 
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Massachusetts mirrors national data that bullying occurs extensively among children and 
youth within its schools. Among Massachusetts high school students who responded to 
the YRBSS, 19.4% reported being bullied on school property during the twelve-month 
period before the survey ("2009 Health and Risk Behaviors of Massachusetts Youth" 
2011). This prevalence was not statistically different from the overall US rate for this 
survey item (19.9%). 
The Massachusetts Department ofPublic Health and the CDC analyzed the 2009 
Massachusetts Youth Risk Behavior Survey, an anonymous paper-based survey 
conducted every two years in middle and high schools, and found that 22% of students 
reported having been the victim of bullying ("2009 Health and Risk Behaviors of 
Massachusetts Youth" 2011 ). Students in middle school were more likely to describe 
themselves as victims of bullying (26.8%) compared to high school students (15.6%), and 
both groups reported higher percentages of victims than bullies (7.5% middle v. 8.4% 
high school) or bully-victims (9.6% middle v. 6.5% high school) (Table 1-2). 
TABLE 1-2 
Bullying Status among Massachusetts Middle and High School Students, 2009 
N Neither Victims Bullies(%) Bully-
Bullies (%) Victims(%) 
nor Victims 
(%) 
Middle 2,859 56.0% 26.8% 7.5% 9.6% 
school 
High 2,948 69.5% 15.6% 8.4% 6.5% 
school 
Source: Massachusetts Youth Health Survey, 2009 
9 
Among high school students (grades 9 through 12), the Youth Risk Behavior 
Surveillance System (YRBSS) reports that Massachusetts students were similar to 
children in other New England states in reporting that they were bullied at school during 
the year before the survey. As can be seen in Table 1-3, there is considerable variation in 
bullying rates geographically. For example, bullying rates in New York, Maine, and 
North Carolina have dramatically higher bullying rates than other states, which suggests 
the possibility of differences in risk factor type or distribution by state. 
The Massachusetts Aggression Reduction Center (MARC) at Bridgewater State 
University conducted a study exploring the prevalence of bullying behaviors and 
determinants among Massachusetts youth in grades 3 to 12 (Englander 2011a). The first 
phase of the survey was fielded between September 2010 and March 20011 included 30 
towns, for which the authors reported data. 
TABLE 1-3 
Annual State-Level Rates of High School Students Being Bullied On School Property, High School 
Youth Risk Behavior Survey, 2009 
State Rate, sd., # State Rate, sd., # State Rate, sd., # 
Alabama 19.3 (16.5- 22.6) Kentucky 20 .8 (18 .3- 23 .6) North Carolina 16.6 (14.7- 18.6) 
1,484 1,772 5,653 
Alaska 20.7 (18.3- 23.4) Louisiana 15.9 (12.3- 20.4) North Dakota 21.1 (18 .7- 23.8) 
1,364 1,017 1,837 
Arizona Maine 22.4 (21.4-23 .3) Ohio 
9,015 
Arkansas Maryland 20.9 (19.0- 23.1) Oklahoma 17.5 (15.1- 20.2) 
1,635 1,413 
Colorado 18.8 (15 .7- 22.4) Massachusetts 19.4 (17.6- 21.3) Pennsylvania 19.2 (16.9-21.8) 
1,461 2,691 2,078 
Connecticut - Michigan 24.0 (20.5-27.8) Rhode Island 16.3 (14.6-18.2) 
3,385 3,143 
Delaware 15 .9 (13.8-18.2) Mississippi 16.0 (13.9- 18.3) South Carolina 15.1 (12.2- 18.6) 
2,368 1,790 1,098 
Florida 13.4 (12.4- 14.4) Missouri 22.8 (19.2- 26.8) South Dakota 
5,603 1,618 
Georgia Montana 23.1 (20.5- 25 .8) Tennessee 17.3 (14.9- 20.0) 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
10 
1,846 
Nebraska Texas 
22.3 (20.3-24.5) Nevada Utah 
2,158 
19.6 (16.8-22.8) New Hampshire 22.1 (I 9.2- 25.3) Vermont 
3,021 1,489 
22.8 (19.4-26.4) New Jersey 20.7 (17.8-23.9) West Virginia 
1,495 1,753 
New Mexico 19.5 (17.8- 21.3) Wisconsin 
5,032 
18.5 (16.1 - 21.1) New York 18.2 (16.3- 20.3) Wyoming 
2,025 12,761 
2,213 
18.7 (16.6-21.0) 
3,501 
18.8 (16.8-21.0) 
1,584 
23.5 (20.8- 26.4) 
1,636 
22.5 (20.0- 25 .2) 
2,424 
24.4 (22.6- 26.3) 
2,889 
The proportion of children who reported being a bullying target was 35% among 
elementary school students compared with 50% of middle and high school students. 
Being a victim of bullying was more commonly reported than being a bully across both 
genders and inclusive of cyber-bullying behaviors. Other important findings include: 
• Over 90% of respondents have gone online by grade three, typically to play 
games. 
• About 20% of children in grade 3 reports owning a cell phone, a proportion which 
increases with age- 26% for children in grade 4 and 39% for grade 5. 
• Boys are more likely to report bullying or cyber-bullying than girls. 
• The proportion of children reporting only in-school bullying was lower for older 
age groups. 
• Awareness of anti-bullying programming in schools peaks at 79% in grade 5 and 
is 35% among high school students. (For cyber-bullying, 65% of grade 5 students 
are aware of cyber-bullying prevention programs vs. 13% of high school 
students.) 
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• Children prefer reporting bullying to parents and teachers during elementary 
school, but gradually shift to prefer reporting bullying to a friend or parent as pre-
adolescents and adolescents. 
In a second study conducted by MARC about past bullying experiences of 611 
Massachusetts College freshmen, bullying behaviors were reported to be often a 
significant problem at their former high school (32%) (Englander 2011 b). Boys were 
more likely than girls to be cyber-bullies, but girls were more likely to be bullies at 
school and victims online. Other risk factors that were associated with more involvement 
in bullying- either as bullies, victims, or bully-victims-included special education 
status, being bullied by a sibling or parent, poor social skills, family violence, dating 
violence, and substance use and abuse. 
Children in Massachusetts have experienced negative consequences from 
bullying. On the more extreme end of the outcome spectrum for bullying related 
consequences, in Massachusetts, there have been at least 3 incidents of "bullycide"-or 
bullying-related suicides in the last decade. While this number does not seem to indicate 
a public health problem, survey data suggests that suicidal ideation is high among 
Massachusetts children who experience bullying. The Massachusetts Youth Health 
Survey found that middle and high school bully-victims were three times more likely to 
report considering suicide or intentionally hurting themselves than other children (Table 
1-4) ("2009 Health and Risk Behaviors of Massachusetts Youth" 2011) . 
Beyond the stark quality of suicide as a bullying outcome, Massachusetts children 
also experience other bullying-related morbidities. The MARC Freshman survey reported 
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that 39% of respondents indicated they knew someone in high school who had to leave 
school due to bullying (Englander 2011b). Massachusetts students who bullied other 
students or were bully-victims in both high school and middle school were more likely to 
report poor grades and smoking cigarettes or using drugs in the past 30 days (Table 1-5). 
TABLE 1-4 
Selected Risk Factors related to Suicidality and Intentional Injury among 
Massachusetts Middle and High School Students, 2009 
Past 12 months Neither Bully Victims Bullies Bully-
nor Victim (%) (%) (%) Victims 
(%) 
Middle school (n=2,859) 56.0% 26.8% 7.5% 9.6% 
Sad or hopeless 11.7% 22.9% 22.6% 36.8% 
Seriously considered 4.5% 11.7% 16.1% 24.9% 
suicide 
Attempted suicide in past 2.5% 4.9% 11.3% 16.8% 
Intentionally injured self 8.4% 17.4% 21.5% 40.9% 
(not suicide attempt) 
High school (n=2,948) 69.5% 15.6% 8.4% 6.5% 
Sad or hopeless 17.2% 36.7% 24.8% 39.6% 
Seriously considered 6.2% 20.4% 13.3% 22.5% 
suicide 
Attempted suicide in past 2.7% 10.0% 6.4% 11.4% 
Intentionally injured self 8.6% 28.3% 16.8% 28 .5% 
(not suicide attempt) 
Source: Massachusetts Youth Health Survey, 2009 
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TABLE 1-5 
Negative Behaviors Reported by Massachusetts Middle and High School Students, 
2009 
Neither Victims Bullies Bully-
Bullies nor (%) (%) Victims 
Victims (%) 
(%) 
Middle school (n=2,859) 56.0% 26.8% 7.5% 9.6% 
Poor grades 3.9% 4.1% 19.3% 11 .0% 
Drug use in past 30 days 4.5% 5.0% 32.0% 19.9% 
Smoked cigarettes in past 30 2.8% 2.1% 15.0% 11 .5% 
days 
High school (n=2,948) 69.5% 15.6% 8.4% 6.5% 
Poor grades 5.7% 5.5% 14.7% 12.7% 
Drug use in past 30 days 23.1% 19.6% 47.2% 41.0% 
Smoked cigarettes in past 30 13.3% 15.7% 28.0% 29.6% 
days 
Source: Massachusetts Youth Health Survey, 2009 
In conclusion, bullying behaviors and their antecedents are prevalent in the United 
States. The emergence of cyber-bullying as a new form of bullying has contributed to the 
continued problem that bullying presents in school-based settings. There are disparities 
in bullying behaviors and victimization across different populations (e.g., gender, 
race/ethnicity). Massachusetts is no exception to the bullying problem, experiencing 
significant levels of bullying among school-aged children and adolescents. The 
consequences of bullying can be long-lasting and permanent. The next section of this 
chapter places the burden of bullying within a conceptual framework, exploring its 
defmition and differences in how it is both measured and perceived by different 
populations. 
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Understanding Bullying: Definitions and Interpretations 
What is Bullying? 
Heinemann was the frrst to describe bullying in modem clinical literature (Heinemann 
1973). He described bullying using the Norwegian word "mobbning" to describe group 
violence directed against a deviant person that emerges suddenly and dissipates quickly. 
A similar group mob concept appears in the German literature (Niedl 1996). 
Clinical psychologist Dan Olweus, who conducted the first systematic 
intervention study to reduce school-based bullying in 1973, defined bullying as an 
aggressive behavior in which a person "is exposed, repeatedly and over time, to negative 
actions on the part of one or more other persons, and he or she has difficulty defending 
himself or herself' (Olweus 1973). According to 01weus, bullying behavior is 
distinguished from other forms of aggression and violence, such as harassment and abuse, 
by three common features: 1) intent to harm or coerce; 2) repetition over time; and 3) a 
power imbalance between the bully and their victim(s) (Olweus 1984). Bullying is 
distinguished from incidental violence (e.g., a fight at school), where there is often the 
intent to harm and a power imbalance, by the repetitive, chronic nature of the violence 
done over time. 
As will be discussed in a later section of this chapter, bullying is measured 
inconsistently and as such is subject to mixed interpretation. However, there is conceptual 
agreement within the clinical and public health literature around terminology describing 
aspects of bullying. We present these accepted terms below, including names of the 
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actors in the bullying environments, types of bullying, types of bullies, and names for 
individuals who witness bullying. 
Bullying Terminology 
Actors in Bullying 
The actors in a bullying scenario reflect a peer relationship. The bully/aggressor is the 
child that perpetrates intentional, repeated harm over a child with less social power. The 
bully's victim/target refers to the child that has difficulty in defending himself or herself 
against a more socially powerful child. Research tends to describes bullies and victims as 
distinct actors; however, recent research indicates that there is a bullying continuum 
where children vacillate between being bullies and being bullied. These children are 
referred to as a bully-victim (Haynie et al. 2001; Perren and Alsaker 2006; Veenstra et al. 
2005). 
Types of Bullying 
The literature describes two general types of bullying: direct bullying and indirect 
bullying (Olweus and Limber 2010). Physical and verbal bullying are direct forms of 
bullying since they can be observed directly. Physical bullying occurs when an aggressor 
uses physical force to harm to his or her target's body. Examples of physical bullying 
include but are not limited to pushing, slapping, kicking, biting, pulling hair, choking, 
stabbing, pinching, or scratching (Olweus 1994). Verbal bullying takes place when an 
aggressor threatens, calls names, teases, or makes gestures or faces at his or her target 
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(Olweus 1991). Indirect or relational bullying refers to manipulation of peer 
relationships that inflict harm on others such as ignoring the target, spreading rumors or 
purposefully excluding the target from social interaction with peers (N R Crick and 
Grotpeter 1995). 
Over the last two decades, a fourth form of bullying has emerged. Bullying has 
now 'gone virtual,' aided by technology (e.g., personal computers, cellular phones, 
smartphones, and tablets, etc.). This new form of bullying, or cyber-bullying, is defined 
by Hinduja and Patchin as "willful and repeated harm inflicted through the use of 
computers, cell phones, and other electronic devices" (Patchin and Hinduja 2009). 
Cyber-bullies take advantage of social networking web sites such as Face book, Twitter, 
and You Tube to make public infom1ation about their targets (e.g., uploading a private 
photograph or video, posting intentionally hurtful words, etc.). Cyber-bullying is a form 
of indirect bullying in that messages or other media can be posted anonymously. 
Cyber-bullying is different from other forms of bullying in three impmiant ways. 
First, cyber-bullying can be anonymous. Cyber-bullies can create alias email accounts 
and screen names to hide their identities from their intended victim (Hinduja and Patchin 
2008). Second, cyber-bullying does not occur in plain sight. The bully may not be aware 
of the victim's response and may incorrectly assume there was no response (Willard 
2007). Finally, technology makes it possible to disseminate cyber-bullying widely-a 
process known as 'going viral '- extending the reach and magnitude of the effect on the 
victim. 
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Types ofBullies 
The clinical literature has also sought to categories bullies into typologies. Englander 
(2012) defines four types ofbullies. The schoolyard bully bullies to dominate other 
children and instill and reinforce fear in their victims, and by doing so intend to improve 
their social standing (Englander 20 12a; Englander 20 12b). These traditional bullies 
typically have high self-esteem and rely on peers to support their aggression toward less 
powerful children (Staub 2005; Vollhardt and Staub 2011). 
Cyber-bullying has helped define three other types of bullies. All-around bullies 
are a type of traditional bully that extends the aggressive behavior to cyber settings. Only 
cyber-bullies are children who limit their bullying to the virtual world. These children 
view the school environment as separate from virtual spaces, and view cyber-bullying as 
without risk. Unintentional cyber-bullies bully in virtual spaces, acting under the belief 
that bullying occurring in the virtual world is not real, does not hurt anyone, or is a 
humorous form of expression (Englander 2012a). 
Participants in Bullying 
Research has also sought to defme the external actors of bullying. Onlookers or 
observers of bullying are often referred to as bystanders. Bystanders can refer to 
individuals, groups, or organizations. At an individual level, the public health 
intervention literature has defined the bystander as a passive observer of bullying-that 
is, someone who is neither the bully nor the victim, but witnesses the bullying behavior. 
Several studies have shown a correlation between bystander responses influence the 
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frequency ofbullying (Frey et al. 2009; Salmivalli and Helteenvuori 1996; Salmivalli, 
Voeten, and Poskiparta 2011; Salmivalli 201 0). The active type of bystander whose 
response to bullying promotes an environment where bullying is not acceptable or 
reduces bullying is referred to as an upstander (Frey et al. 2009). 
Active bystanders whose response promotes bullying are often called eggers, 
henchmen, or followers (Englander 2012a). Eggers do not view their behavior as 
bullying, but rather a pathway to being accepted by popular bullies. Eggers either 
passively assist the bully by remaining silent when another child is bullied or actively 
participate in bullying (e.g., laughing at a child being bullied). 
Variation in Perceptions of What Constitutes Bullying: The Problem of Definition 
The Olweus definition and its accompanying terminology set out reasonably 
straightforward criteria for inclusion, but this defmition may not capture some of the 
nuances that distinguish bullying from random acts of violence. Bullying, as will be 
presented in Chapter 2, is a complex behavioral phenomenon that is influenced by 
individual, family, community, and society factors. As a multidimensional construct, 
bullying is defined differently depending on the individual who observes it -children, 
parents, teachers, etc., the lens or perspectives through which it is observed- social, 
cultural and geographic region and when it is observed-the historical/generational 
context and/or association with specific events that heighten awareness-baby boomers 
versus today's third graders, for example, or immediately following a publicized suicide 
related to bullying. These differences in definition affect responses to questionnaires that 
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are intended to measure bullying and assess prevalence. 
Science complicates prevalence measurement by choosing efficient cross-
sectional methods to capture self-reported perceptions of being involved in bullying. 
Because of this preference among other considerations (e.g., cost), there are no 
nationally-representative population-based longitudinal studies of school-based bullying. 
As one would guess, researchers also have come to view bullying differently over time 
and have adjusted their measurement accordingly. Instead of being measured using a 
defmition- based self-report question, surveys now collect behavior-based self-report 
(Crothers and Levinson 2004). The difference in these two measurements can be seen in 
the following example: 
• Definition-based self-report: How many times were you bullied in the past 12 
months? 
• Behavior-based self-report: In the past month, how often did you feel excluded 
from social events by your classmates? 
There are currently dozens of validated psychometric scales for measuring bullying 
behaviors, all varying in what is measured (e.g., aggression vs. bullying victimization), 
the age groups being measured, the number of items used to capture bullying behaviors, 
and the scoring systems used to quantify bullying and its related constructs. (Appendix A 
summarizes accepted psychometric scales that have been and are currently being used to 
assess bullying among children of all ages .) 
As an example of the evolution in accepted definitions for measuring bullying, 
one can look to the large national behavioral risk surveys that measure individual 
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behaviors on a systematic basis. Similar to smaller cross-sectional surveys, these 
population-based large sample surveys suffer from consistency challenges in 
measurement of bullying over time. For example, several changes have been made in the 
measurement of bullying for the Health Behavior in School-Aged Children over its last 
three administrations. These variations affect interpretation of trends in prevalence 
reported by studies using samples from the HBSC, directly affecting how we perceive the 
effect of anti-bullying prevention programs and policies over time. For example, in the 
1997-1998 administration of the HBSC, the survey only included one question to define 
bullying. However, by the 2005-2006 survey, a multi-item scale was used to defme 
bullying (see Table 1-6). 
Lack of standardization in the methodology used to assess bullying makes it 
difficult to assess trends in bullying prevalence and subsequently the effect of prevention 
efforts in reducing bullying behaviors in schools. Thus, it is important to understand how 
individuals might perceive bullying and define it differently according to their life 
experience, individual traits, and community and family contexts in order to interpret 
prevalence data and apply it to public health prevention efforts. This next section 
describes potential differences in defmition from five vantage points: development, 
gender, race/ethnicity, language and national identity, and legal perspectives. 
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TABLE 1-6 
Effect of Variation in Bullying Definitions on Prevalence across Administrations of 
the World Health Organization Health Behavior in School-Aged Children Survey 
Year Bullying definition/methodology Example study Prevalence range 
changes using this of bullying reported 
definition across 30+ countries 
1997-8 Single-item question about Due et al. 2005 6.3%-43% 
exposure 
to bullying 
2001-2 Multi-item question scale across Kuntsche et al. 9.3%-28% 
different behavior aspects of 2006 
bullying 
2005-6 Provides an explicit definition of Elgar et al. 2009 5.0%-45% 
bullying prior to multi-item 
questions being asked about 
behaviors related to bullying 
Development 
One of the main criticisms of cross-sectional studies using the Olweus definition of 
bullying, which is commonly used in population-based research of bullying, is its 
potential misinterpretation by children. Researchers have suggested that children may be 
unable to discern whether behavior they experience or perpetrate is repeated or involves 
an imbalance of power (Elinoff, Chafouleas, and Sassu 2004). Younger students may 
identify "fighting" as bullying, even if the behavior does not have a harmful intent or is 
not repetitive. 
A number of studies have described differences in defining bullying across 
students at different stages of development (Peter K. Smith, Moody, and Madsen 1998; 
Madsen 1997; P K Smith and Levan 1995). A study of Canadian children aged 6, 9 and 
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12 years of age applying multidimensional scaling demonstrated a shift from simple 
evaluative processing in younger children to more complex understanding of clustered 
concepts in older children (Younger, Schwartzman, and Ledingham 1985). More 
recently, Smith et al. (2002) showed profound differences in interpreting cartoons with 
aggressive characteristics between 8 year old, 10 year old children and 14 year old 
adolescents (Peter K Smith et al. 2002). The older children were able to discern verbal 
and relationship bullying from other forms of fighting, whereas the younger children 
were not able to discern different types of aggression. Other studies confirm that 
elementary school-aged children tend to include a broad range of behaviors under the 
umbrella of bullying, but the definition of bullying narrows with age, and middle and 
high school students identify fewer behaviors as bullying (P K Smith and Levan 1995; 
Peter K Smith et al. 2002; Menesini 2002; Naylor et al. 2006). 
Moreover teachers ' perceptions of what constitutes bullying differ from those of 
their students (i.e. , "generational differences"). In an interesting extension of definitional 
restriction related to older age, teachers are even less likely than their students to 
recognize verbal bullying and indirect forms ofbullying (Boulton 1997; Craig, 
Henderson, and Murphy 2000; Craig and Pepler 1998; Menesini 2002). 
Gender 
Studies indicate that there are gender differences between boys and girls in rates of 
bullying (e.g., Nansel et al. 2001). Cross-sectional self-reported surveys in particular 
show a stark difference between forms of bullying across gender; boys are more likely to 
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report direct forms whereas girls are more likely to report indirect forms (N R Crick and 
Grotpeter 1995). However, there is very little research on whether girls identify the 
clinical definition of physical bullying as being bullying or boys perceive indirect forms 
of bullying as being "real bullying." Sawyer et al. found that elementary school girls 
who were victims of bullying were less likely to report bullying using definition-based 
measures than with behavioral-based measures; otherwise, literature on this topic is 
somewhat limited and worthy of more study (Sawyer, Bradshaw, and O'Brennan 2008). 
Race/ethnicity 
Large-sample national surveys are generally under-representative of racial and ethnic 
minorities, and as such estimates of prevalence in these subgroup populations vary 
widely. Nansel et al. (2001), which used the HSBC definition-based measure of bullying, 
reported no statistically significant differences in the likelihood of moderate or frequent 
bullying among Hispanic, Black, or White youth (Nansel et al. 2001). However, a later 
study using the same definition-based measure did demonstrate that Black children were 
less likely than Hispanic or White children to report frequent victimization (Spriggs et al. 
2007). Other studies using the behavioral-based measure show similar discrepancies 
(Juvonen, Graham, and Schuster 2003; Seals and Young 2003) . 
Differences in ethnic distribution of bullying rates may be attributed to 
cultural/ethnic differences in how children perceive bullying and their comfort with 
reporting bullying (Phelps et al. 1991; Bierman 2004). For example, children may 
associate bullying behaviors with stereotypes that affect their own self-image, thus 
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having the potential to influence self-report ofbullying (Sawyer, Bradshaw, and 
O'Brennan 2008). 
Language and national identify 
Bullying may be viewed and understood differently depending on an individual's 
language and culture. Smith et al. reported that self-reported bullying in surveys may be 
influenced simply by "conceptual structure" of language presentation on paper (Peter K 
Smith et al. 2002). In eastern countries, bullying is understood by many to mean social 
exclusionary behaviors by groups (e.g. , Korea or Japan) (Koo, Kwak, and Smith 2008; 
Morita et al. 1999; Kanetsuna and Smith 2001). In contrast, western countries broaden 
bullying to include student-to-student (or student-to-school employee) victimization such 
as physical or verbal aggression (Peter K Smith et al. 2004). 
Legal interpretations of bullying 
The most documented variation in bullying definitions occurs in political discourse. 
Currently, 45 states have anti-bullying provisions in their state codes or regulatory rules. 
(Appendix A presents the legal definitions of bullying and cyber-bullying by state.) At a 
state level, there is considerable variation in definitions of bullying within state laws. In 
fact, some states do not label bullying behaviors as "bullying" but refer instead to 
"harassment" or "intimidation." Others leave definitions to local governments with a 
requirement to enact a policy that includes specific definitions for bullying. Table 1-7 
summarizes the states that define bullying or cyber-bullying. 
25 
TABLE 1-7 
Number of States that Explicitly Define Bullying or Cyber-bullying 
Concept defined in statute, 
regulation, or department 
guidance* 
Bullying explicitly defmed 
Cyber-bullying explicitly 
named 
Defined 
43 
14 
States 
Proposed 
amendment 
0 
6 
Not Defined 
5 
34 
*A total of 48 and states have anti-bullying laws. South Dakota and Montana do not have 
anti-bullying laws as of March 3, 2012. 
Variation in statutory defmitions of bullying has direct consequences for how bullying is 
addressed in schools and communities. First, the statutory defmitions form the basis for 
how local school districts define bullying and its related concepts. Second, statutory 
definitions also affect how policymakers prioritize anti-bullying efforts. Third, 
definitional differences lend themselves to disparate, uncoordinated strategic responses 
(e.g. public health prevention and criminal justices approaches). 
Summary 
Bullying is a recently described behavioral phenomenon first reported in modem clinical 
literature in 1973 and refined through the 1980s and 1990s. Bullying is most commonly 
described as having four forms: physical, verbal, relational, and cyber. Children can 
either be bullies, victims ofbullies, or both bullies and victims of bullying- a concept 
called bully-victim. There are profound differences in how bullying is defmed and 
measured in the scientific literature that quantifies bullying behaviors. Bullying is also 
defined differently depending on the socio-cultural context in which is it viewed, which 
has implications for how bullying prevention laws are developed, thus shaping local 
26 
definitions of bullying. The next section describes the purpose of the dissertation in view 
of the variation in bullying definitions and the potential contributions that analysis from 
the dissertation would offer to public health practice. 
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CHAPTER 2: DETERMINANTS AND OUTCOMES OF BULLYING 
Organizing Frameworks for Understanding the Determinants of Bullying 
Most of the scientific literature describing bullying accepts this behavioral phenomenon 
as a social-ecological problem, the product of individual traits interacting within multiple 
social environments (S.M. Swearer and Espelage 2004). The socio-ecological model is 
used by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) to organize research 
around violence and evaluate potential strategies to reduce violence (Dahlberg and Krug 
2002). The socio-ecological model examines four levels in play for a specific health 
condition or behavioral problem such as violence: individual, relationship, community, 
and societal factors. When bullying is examined within this model, the four levels are 
applied as follows: 
• Individual: This level examines the genetic and individual traits that potentially 
contribute to an individual's risk of being a bully, being bullied, or being a bully-
victim. Examples of risk factors include but extend beyond age, gender, 
race/ethnicity, disability status, income. 
• Relationship: This level examines peer and group relationships that contribute to 
bully, victim, or bully-victim status. Examples of factors examined in this stratum 
include the number of friendships a child may have, parental support, and the 
occurrence of family violence. 
• Community: This level explores settings in which the individual forms 
relationships, such as schools, neighborhoods, and community groups (e.g., 
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religious institutions), and how those settings might affect the development of 
bullying involvement. 
• Society: This level is a broad category examining the larger social norms and 
values that influence bullying. Examples include school district policy, school 
climate of accepted social norms, and structural inequities in income. 
The application of socio-ecologic theory to bullying provides meaningful 
integration of phenomena related to bullying across dimensions of society, but it is still 
essentially a snapshot at a defined point in time. Life course theory takes the process of 
integration further by considering development of factors related to bullying and the 
heightening of the impact ofbullying over time. In general life course theory is an 
organizing framework that helps to identify the trajectory of individual and population 
health by following the interplay of developmental pathways determined through 
interaction between individuals and their environments (Halfon and Hochstein 2002). 
The life course approach is helpful in understanding differences in assets and resilience, 
disparities in patterns of disease and health behaviors, and identifying key periods of 
developmental transition/vulnerability in which events such as bullying can have 
particular impact. Table 2-1 elucidates the key concepts at the heart of life course theory. 
Applying life course theory to bullying seems appropriate due to the sequential 
nature of bullying experiences. In this vein, children are "programmed early" to bully, or 
be victimized by bullying or both, through the accumulation of repetitive bullying 
experiences modified by the presence of protective or risk factors. These events may add 
to the vulnerability of the child, or in the presence of resilience, may result in problem 
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solving or confidence building. In either case, bullying in both aspects of victim or 
perpetrator, can affect a child's health trajectory, leading to healthier or less healthy 
consequences along the life course. 
The remainder of this chapter describes correlates of bullying across the 
ecological snapshot (individual, interpersonal, familial, neighborhood and local and state 
policy), and developmentally for individuals across time (life course). Understanding of 
these predictors and their interactions is essential to develop, monitor and sustain 
effective public health approaches. 
Concept 
Pathways or 
Trajectories 
Early 
Programming 
Critical or 
Sensitive 
Periods 
Cumulative 
Impact 
TABLE 2-1 
Life Course Theoretical Concepts 
Explanation 
Health pathways or trajectories are built- or diminished- over the 
lifespan. While individual trajectories vary, patterns can be predicted for 
populations and communities based on social, economic and 
environmental exposures and experiences. A life course does not reflect 
a series of discrete steps, but rather an integrated continuum of 
exposures, experiences and interactions. 
Early experiences can "program" an individual's future health and 
development. This includes prenatal programming (i.e. exposure in 
utero), as well as intergenerational programming (i.e., the health of the 
mother prior to conception) that impact the health of the baby and 
developing child. Adverse programming can either result directly in a 
disease or condition, or make an individual more vulnerable or 
susceptible to developing a disease or condition in the future. 
While adverse events and exposures can have an impact at any point in a 
person's life course, the impact is greatest at specific critical or sensitive 
periods of development (e.g., during fetal development, in early 
childhood, during adolescence, etc.). 
Cumulative experiences can also "program" an individual's future 
health and development. While individual episodes of stress may have 
minimal impact in an otherwise positive trajectory, the cumulative 
impact of multiple stresses over time may have a profound direct impact 
on health and development, as well as an indirect impact via associated 
behavioral or health service seeking changes. (This concept of 
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cumulative impact is also referred to as "weathering"or "allostatic 
load".) 
Risk and Throughout the lifespan, protective factors improve health and 
Protective contribute to healthy development, while risk factors diminish health 
Factors and make it more difficult to reach full developmental potential. Thus, 
pathways are changeable. Further, risk and protective factors are not 
limited to individual behavioral patterns or receipt of medical care and 
social services, but also include factors related to family, neighborhood, 
community, and social policy. Examples of protective factors include, 
among others: a nurturing family, a safe neighborhood, strong and 
positive relationships, economic security, access to quality primary care 
and other health services, and access to high quality schools and early 
care and education. Examples of risk factors include, among others: 
food insecurity, homelessness, living in poverty, unsafe neighborhoods, 
domestic violence, environmental pollution, inadequate education 
opportunities, racial discrimination, being born low birthweight, and 
lack of access to quality health services. 
Taken from: Rethinking MCH: The Life Course Model as an Organizing Framework. 
Concept Paper. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Health Resources and 
Services Administration Maternal and Child Health Bureau, November, 2010, Version 
1.1. 
Predictors and Correlates of Bullying and Victimization 
Individual, group, family, community, and school risk factors all contribute to a 
multidimensional context that either promotes or protects children from bullying and 
victimization through bullying. This section describes the literature supporting the role of 
these various factors in causing and/or providing the context for subsequent bullying 
behaviors. 
Individual Risk Factors 
Developmental factors 
The quality of child development plays a critical role in determining subsequent risk of 
aggressive behaviors, including bullying, later in life. The child development literature 
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demonstrates that children with insecure attachment normalize insensitive social 
interactions with other people whereas children with secure attachment had the opposite 
expectation of social interaction (Bowlby 1969). Children with resistant attachments 
display helplessness, low self-esteem, and incompetence, all characteristics of those 
children who are victimized by bullies (Perry, Hodges, and Egan 2001 ). Similarly, 
children with anxious attachment styles are more likely to be hesitant and cry as infants, 
leading to increased risk for anxiety and depression in later childhood and thus likelihood 
of being victimized (S.M. Swearer et al. 2004). Research also shows that having 
emotional problems in early childhood (i.e., preschool) is correlated with both bullying 
and victimization in adolescence (A Sourander 2001). When children start attending 
school, students with poor social skills are more likely to favor aggressive behavior, even 
in kindergarten (Fox and Boulton 2005). Some bullies tend to have stronger social skills, 
becoming "popular and cool" with bystanders (Rodkin and Roisman 2014). Bully-victims 
are also more likely to have poor social skills than children who are not bully-victims 
(Greene 2000; Griffin and Gross 2004). 
Gender 
As reported in Chapter 1, several nationally-representative studies have shown that boys 
are more likely to be involved in bullying, both as aggressors and targets, than girls. For 
example, Nansel et al. reported that boys were more likely to be involved in bullying than 
girls (Nansel et al. 2001). A recent meta-analysis of the correlates of bullying confirms 
this variation in bullying rates by gender across studies (Cook et al. 2010). Studies have 
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shown consistently that boys are more likely to engage in physical bullying, whereas girls 
are more likely to participate in verbal and relational bullying (Crick and Grotpeter 1995; 
Bjorkqvist 1994; Baldry and Farrington 2000; Owens, Shute, and Slee 2000; Rivers and 
Smith 1994; Nansel et al. 2001). 
Age 
The literature indicates that bullying peaks during the pre- and early adolescent periods 
and then decreases (Goldbaum, Craig, and Pepler 2007). Cyber-bullying is primarily 
confined to pre-adolescents and adolescents. There is more limited evidence that cyber-
bullying varies by gender, although a body of literature is growing that indicates 
adolescent girls are more likely than adolescent boys to participate in cyber-bullying 
(Kiriakidis and Kavoura 2014). 
Race/ethnicity 
Children often report they are bullied because they are different from the normative peer 
group (Susan M. Swearer and Cary 2003). For example, children who belong to racial 
and ethnic minority groups are more likely to be bullied than those in the majority 
(Graham et al. 2009). The Nansel et al. study did not report significant differences in 
bullying rates across different race/ethnicities (Nansel et al. 2001). However, as 
mentioned in Chapter 1, other studies report statistically significant differences showing 
racial/ethnic minorities are at higher risk for bullying involvement (Spriggs et al. 2007; 
Seals and Young 2003 ; Juvonen, Graham, and Schuster 2003). A study of native 
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Canadian children found that 35.8% of youth reported being physically bullied, 59.3% 
verbally bullied, 47.5% socially bullied and 30.3% electronically bullied at least once or 
twice in the four weeks prior to the survey (Lemstra et al. 2014). 
Health and disability status 
Children with chronic diseases or disabilities are at greater risk for being bullied than 
other children (Little 2014; Knox and Conti-Ramsden 2003; Mishna 2003; Pittet et al. 
2010). Overweight and obese children are at greater risk for experiencing bullying, 
especially as adolescents, due to stigma around obesity (Hebebrand and Herpertz-
Dahlmann 2009). Little (2002) reported that children with an autism spectrum disorder 
were more likely to experience bully victimization than other children (Little 2014). In 
one study 12,048 students aged 11, 13, and 15 years from France and Ireland, adolescents 
with a disability or chronic illness were more likely to be victimized than their peers, with 
a similar risk in both countries (Sentenac et al. 2011). In another study, children with 
epilepsy were more frequently bullying victims (42%) than were healthy children (21 %) 
or children with chronic kidney disease (18%) (p = 0.01) (Hamiwka et al. 2009). 
Sexual orientation 
Lesbian, gay, bisexual or transgender (LGBT) status is also a predictor for being involved 
in bullying, particularly in high school and as a victim of bullying. The literature is 
somewhat limited in connecting LGBT status to bullying. A study in 2009 found that 
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84.6% of7,261 children aged 13 to 21 reported verbal bullying, 40.1% reported being 
physically bullied, and another 18.8% reported physical assault at school (GLSEN 2009). 
Psychological correlates 
There is a strong body of evidence that children who are involved in bullying are at 
higher risk for experiencing psychiatric problems such as depression (Kumpulainen 
2008). A study by Kumpulainen, et al. (2001) reported that children involved in bullying 
were more likely to have psychiatric disorders than children who did not bully 
(Kumpulainen, Rasanen, and Puura 2001 ). Rates of depression in that study of 423 
children were 13% of bullies, 10% of victims, and 18% for bully-victims. 
Other individual correlates of bullying 
Research indicates that children who bully or who are victimized by bullies have lower 
student achievement than those who do not bully, although it appears to be more 
predictive of being bullying when combined with low parental support and 
disinterestedness on the part of the school (Beran, Hughes, and Lupart 2008). Other 
studies have suggested that children identified as gifted and talented in school programs 
are also more likely to be victimized by bullies, particularly in cyberspace (Peterson and 
Ray 2006); however, there is also evidence to the contrary (e.g., Peters and Bain 2011). 
Studies have also demonstrated that religious status is actually a protective factor of 
bullying in that students consider religion a protected social norm. For example, Nansel 
et al. did not find an association between religious group identification and bullying 
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involvement (Nansel et al. 2001). It remains to be seen, however, whether this social 
norm protection extends to all religious groups. 
Peer and Family Risk Factors 
Wang et al. (2009) reported in its nationally-representative survey of adolescents in 
grades 6 to 10 that having more friends was associated with more bullying and less 
victimization for all forms of bullying with the exception of cyber-bullying (Wang, 
Iannotti, and Nansel2009). There are also several family factors that influence a child's 
resilience to being a victim ofbullying. For example, maternal/sibling warmth and a 
positive home life were shown to protect children from bullying in a study of 1,116 twin 
pairs (aged 10 to 12) (Bowes et al. 2010). In contrast, bullies are more likely to come 
from homes with low maternal warmth, absent fathers, and generally poor family 
functioning (Bowes et al. 2013; K Rigby 1993). Having higher parental support is 
associated with less bullying involvement across all forms ofbullying, including cyber-
bullying (e.g., Wang, Iannotti; and Nansel2009). 
The literature reports that neglectful, authoritarian, controlling styles of parenting 
are associated with bullying involvement (Lereya, Samara, and Wolke 2013). Parental 
substance abuse is also related to higher rates of bullying involvement (J. Srabstein and 
Piazza 2008). Extending this predictive scenario, family violence and abuse is strongly 
correlated with bullying (e.g., Friedman et al. 2011). Child maltreatment and domestic 
violence are positively correlated with bullying (Bowes et al. 2009; Shields and Cicchetti 
2001). Studies have shown that higher family income is associated with more school-
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based bullying among pre-adolescents than lower family income. In a recent study, 
income inequality was associated with rates of bullying among the 37 countries (r = .62) 
(Elgar et al. 2009). 
Community and Societal Risk Factors 
Exposure to community violence is associated with aggressive behavior. For example, a 
study by Schwartz (2000) found that violence exposure is linked to multiple levels of 
behavioral and social maladjustment, a risk factor for becoming a bully (Schwartz 2000). 
Studies also show that violence exposure in the community is associated with peer 
rejection (e.g., Kelly et al. 2008). A recent study analyzing data from the 2007 National 
Survey of Children's Health demonstrated that higher levels of behavioral problems are 
associated with socially disadvantaged neighborhoods and lower household 
socioeconomic status (Singh and Ghandour 2012). Other studies show that children from 
more affluent households are less likely to be bullied than children from less affluent 
households (Due et al. 2009). A study by Jansen et al. (2011) indicates that children from 
low socioeconomic status families were more likely be to be bully, victim, or 
bully/victim (Jansen et al. 2011). There are also many studies demonstrating a strong 
correlation between exposure to violence in the media and aggressive behavior, although 
the connection is primarily to antisocial and conduct disorder behaviors (e.g., Gentile et 
al. 2004). 
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School Risk Factors 
The school environment includes both protective and potentially contributing risk factors 
for bullying. A school where bullying is pervasive, or where there is significant substance 
abuse or delinquency, is more likely to promote bullying behaviors when compared to 
other schools (Kasen 2004). A study of 1,238 randomly selected Korean middle school 
students in 2007 demonstrated that positive school climate was negatively related to 
bullying behaviors (Lee and Song 2012). In a study of 11-, 13-, and 15-year-olds from 
26 European countries/regions, Canada, the United States, and Israel, students with 
higher academic achievement, lower truancy, and teacher and peer support had better 
emotional health and the lowest incidence ofbullying (Freeman et al. 2009). Teacher's 
attitudes also affect bullying behaviors. Students' perceptions that their teachers do not 
care about bullying or seek to justify it as "horsing around" or "kids being kids," predicts 
a school climate that promotes bullying behaviors (Vivolo, Holt, and Massetti 2011). 
Bullying Outcomes 
Bullying has significant social, emotional, and physical consequences for both 
aggressors, their targets, children who both bully and are targeted by bullies, and 
bystanders of bullying behavior. These consequences appear in the short-term, but are 
also carried into adulthood, demonstrating the long-range impact of bullying behaviors. 
This section describes those outcomes for all four categories of bullying participants. 
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Outcomes for Aggressors 
Children who bully other children suffer several short-term outcomes. Bullies are at 
greater risk of feeling lonely, poor academic achievement, poor social adjustment, and 
greater risk of substance abuse (Olweus 1997; Roberts and Marotti 1999). Bullies are at 
risk for later violence in adulthood. They are more likely to be convicted of a crime in 
early adulthood than children who do not bully. For example, Olweus found that former 
bullies are four times more likely to commit a crime at the age of 24, with 60% of former 
aggressors having at least one conviction, and 40% having 3 or more convictions 
(Olweus 1997). Some studies have shown that former child bullies exhibit aggression 
toward their partners and apply aggressive discipline to their children. There is also 
evidence suggesting that children of former child bullies are more likely to become 
bullies (Carney and Merrell 2001; Roberts and Morotti 1999; Smokowski and Kopasz 
2004). 
Outcomes for Bullying Targets 
Targets of bullying experience acute, short-term effects that can impair social, physical, 
and emotional health. First and foremost, being bullied affects social development. 
Studies such as Kim et al. (2006) demonstrate that children who are bullied experience 
higher levels of social problems such as acting younger than chronological age and over-
dependence on adults (Kim et al. 2006). These problems are often cyclical, contributing 
to subsequent social isolation through relational bullying (Sansone and Sansone 2008). 
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Bullied children are more likely to report higher levels of psychosomatic and 
physical health conditions than non-bullied children (Kaltiala-Heino et al. 2001; Fekkes, 
Pijpers, and Verloove-Vanhorick 2005; Jorge C Srabstein et al. 2006; Wolke et al. 2001; 
Due et al. 2007). Srabstein et al. surveyed over 16,000 children in the US in grades 6 and 
10 and found a positive correlation between bullying victimization and reports of 
suffering from headaches, stomachaches, backaches, dizziness, and sleep disturbance 
(Jorge C Srabstein et al. 2006). This effect is experienced by children of all ages. For 
example, one study found that bullied children aged 6 to 9 were more likely to report 
repeated sore throats, colds, coughs than other children (Wolke et al. 2001). Bullying 
victimization may also be associated with increased usage of medication for pain (Due et 
al. 2007). Lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender-related school victimization is also a 
predictor of sexually transmitted diseases and human immunodeficiency virus status 
(Russell et al. 2011 ). 
Studies have reported consistently that bullied children and adolescents are at 
higher risk of psychological sequelae, such as depressive symptoms and anxiety. There 
is considerable evidence that individuals who are bullied have higher levels of depressive 
symptoms (e.g. , Austin and Joseph 1996; Craig and Pepler 1998; Kaltiala-Heino et al. 
1999). For example, a large study of7,000 African-American and Hispanic children 
reported that symptoms of depression such as being worried or feeling sad, nervous, or 
fearful were common among victims of bullying (Peskin, Tortolero, and Markham 2006). 
It is important noting that it is unclear whether depressive symptoms come before or after 
bullying victimization. Others studies demonstrate that children who are bullied are more 
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likely to experience anxiety (Teisl et al. 2012; Yen et al. 2014). There is also evidence 
that victims of bullying are more likely to experience multiple mental health problems 
than other children (Kaltiala-Heino et al. 2000). 
Studies have also shown that bullied children are more likely to develop 
internalizing behaviors such as eating disorders and suicidality. Bullying is positively 
correlated with body dissatisfaction, especially among girls (Farrow and Fox 2011). One 
study indicated that children who are bullied were more likely to report having an eating 
disorder such as bulimia (Kaltiala-Heino et al. 1999). Frequent bullying is also 
associated with increased risk of suicide ideation and attempts (Bronstein Klomek et al. 
2007; Bronstein Klomek, Sourander, and Gould 2010; Kim and Leventhal2008). 
Children who are bullied are also more likely to think about, attempt, and complete 
suicide as adults (Brunstein Klomek et al. 2007; Bronstein Klomek, Sourander, and 
Gould 2010; Roeger et al. 2010). 
Bullying targets also carry their bullying experiences into adulthood and suffer 
long-tern1 social and psychological consequences. Studies also show that bullied children 
are more likely to experience low self-esteem, interpersonal problems, anxiety, and 
depression in adulthood (e.g., Bronstein Klomek et al. 2007; Hugh-Jones and Smith 
1999; Gladstone, Parker, and Malhi 2006). A history of being bullied in childhood 
demonstrates a positive correlation with Borderline Personality Disorder in adulthood 
(Sansone, Lam, and Wiederman 2010). Bullied children may also grow up into adults 
who seek retribution from their bullies or bully proxies (Carney and Merrell 2001 ). 
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Another study showed that adults who reported bullying during childhood were twice as 
likely as other adults to attempt suicide later in life (Meltzer et aL 2011). 
Outcomes forB ully- Victims 
Research on the outcomes of being both an aggressor and target-known as "bully-
victims"-appears to demonstrate that participation in bullying for these children also 
carries similar negative consequences in terms of behavioral, social, and emotional 
problems. There are however, some distinctions between those outcomes for bullies and 
their victims and children who are both. A recent study demonstrated that bully-victims 
are at greatest risk for experiencing internalizing and externalizing behaviors when 
compared with bullies and victims (Cook et aL 2010). Research in this area is still 
developing. 
Outcomes for Children involved in Cyber-bullying 
Cyber-bullying victims share many of the same outcomes as those who experience in-
person bullying. Cyber-bullying victims have an elevated risk of experiencing 
depression, sadness, frustration and other emotional conditions (Andre Sourander et al. 
201 0). A recent nationally-representative study of 6 to 10 graders by Wang et aL revealed 
that, while depression is associated with all forms of bullying, cyber-bullying targets 
reported higher levels of depression than their aggressors and bully-victims (Wang, 
Nansel, and Iannotti 2011). This result was not observed with direct, verbal, or relational 
forms ofbullying. 
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Emotional fallout from being cyberbullied includes externalizing behaviors such 
as delinquency and peer-to-peer violence (Berson, Berson, and Ferron 2001; Cowie and 
Berdondini 2002; Mitchell and Ybarra 2007). Cyber-bullying is also correlated with low 
self-esteem, family problems, and lower academic achievement (e.g., Patchin and 
Hinduja 2010a; Mitchell and Ybarra 2007). Like other forms of bullying, cyber-bullying 
can lead to increased suicidal thoughts and attempts (Hinduja and Patchin 2010). 
Summary 
Bullying can be viewed as a socio-ecological problem that changes as the life course 
progresses. Risk factors for bullying include individual, peer group, family, school, and 
community variables. Bullying is associated with many negative outcomes, including 
poor social adjustment, low self-esteem, depression, anxiety, poor academic achievement, 
and others. These outcomes extend into adulthood, sometimes leading to criminal 
activity (among child bullies) and suicide (among bullied children). 
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CHAPTER 3: ADDRESSING BULLYING: PERSPECTIVES AND 
STRATEGIES 
Perspectives Driving Development of Bullying Prevention Strategies 
Bullying is recognized as a significant problem requiring intervention in schools and 
communities, both in the United States and internationally. Just as there is variation in 
bullying definitions, there are also a plethora of approaches to addressing bullying, 
reflecting the diversity of its socio-ecological dimensions and predisposing factors . 
These strategies are driven by theoretical, social, political and other perspectives that 
attempt either to explain why bullying occurs or to place bullying in a value that has 
implications for selection of methods for addressing the problem. Underlying societal 
values ultimately shape the design and composition ofbullying interventions (e.g. , 
accountability, rehabilitation, restorative justice, etc.). This section describes the way 
that bullying prevention strategies are informed by the different lenses of perspective, 
which arise out of administrative, criminal justice, human rights and legal, individual 
differences, developmental, restorative justice, sociocultural, public health, and ethical 
frameworks. 
Administrative Perspective 
School responses to bullying have typically taken four forms: discipline, zero tolerance, 
conflict resolution/peer mediation, and avoidance. The most traditional approach to 
addressing bullying in schools is through disciplinary action handled by school 
administrators (i.e., a retributive approach). A child violates school policy and/or 
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procedures and the administrator uses sanctions to make bullying behavior less desirable 
to the perpetrator. Sanctions typically include corrective actions such as detention, 
suspension, meetings with teachers and/or administrators, parents being called by the 
principal, extra homework assignments, exclusion from extracurricular activities, 
academic penalties, or expulsion. The administrator's response is a reaction focused on 
maintaining order within school. Rigby describes the steps of an administrator's typical 
process when responding to bullying (K Rigby 2012): 
• Begin by making it clear that you know what has been happening and that it 
constitutes bullying- and is 'completely unacceptable in this school.' 
• Ask the student what he/she has to say about it (but without accepting excuses). 
• Point out that there are school rules against such behavior and students who 
engage in bullying others are to be punished. 
• State the nature of the sanction that will be applied. (Make it up.) 
• Stress what will happen next if the bullying continues. 
This accountability-driven disciplinary model is applied generally to all 
deviations from school behavior rules and has been accepted by students, parents, and 
teachers, and staff in the school setting as an appropriate response to all socially 
unwanted behaviors. In the case ofbullying, however, the approach is short-term and 
does not address the long-term nature of bullying or its potential for serious 
consequences. 
Another administrative approach to addressing school-based bullying is applying 
a "zero tolerance" policy. Zero tolerance policies discipline students for a violation of 
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policy regardless of the intent behind the violation (Twemlow et al. 2001). Zero 
tolerance policies began as a response to guns in schools, but have evolved to encompass 
all forms of school violence, from harassment to illicit substances and bringing weapons 
to school. Students who bully are subject to the most severe disciplinary sanctions, 
including suspension, referral to/interview by law enforcement, and expulsion. 
Peer mediation programs are another approach employed by school administrators 
to address bullying. Peer mediation is a negotiation-based approach that employs student 
mediators to resolve conflicts between peers (Blitz 2002). The aim of peer mediation is to 
diffuse minor conflicts between students to prevent a more extreme conflict such as self-
destructive and violent behaviors, including bullying. Students are trained in small 
groups to apply nonviolent skills to these conflicts (Haft and Weiss 1998). 
Administrative approaches to bullying have largely been ineffective, in part 
because these strategies treat bullying as an acute, incident-based problem rather than 
treating it as a cyclical, repetitive problem reflecting school culture (Weddle 2004). The 
disciplinary approach is a one-sided strategy in that a bully is punished, but the victim is 
not addressed or proactively protected from subsequent acts of bullying. Under zero 
tolerance, a bully might be suspended and then return to school intent on retaliating 
against the victim. The material deficiency in the peer mediation approach is that it aims 
to resolve disputes and assumes that both parties can be encouraged to be part of a 
solution; however, bullying by definition extends beyond a simple one-time matter, and 
in general perpetrators of youth violence do not readily see remedies for having 
responsibility. Very few studies have shown peer mediation to be correlated with 
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decreased bullying in schools (Braithwaite 1999). Overall, the administrative response 
pairs a negative action with a negative consequence, with no option for rehabilitation or 
prevention. This may lead to the fostering of an environment where negative social 
behavior reinforces desire for social dominance (i.e. , "I'll show them"), leading to a 
school culture that supports bullying behaviors through its culture (Casella 2003; 
Pellegrini and Long 2002). 
Criminal Justice Perspective 
The criminal justice approach to violence, defined by Moore as "one that views the 
motivations of offenders as an important cause of violence and the sanctioning of 
offenders as effective and just," is a common lens applied to bullying (Moore 1995). 
Criminal justice addresses bullying either when a risk ofbullying appears or it has 
already occurred, with the focus being on investigating bullying incidents, punishing 
bullies, and thus restoring order through corrective action. While there is a prevention 
element to criminal justice responses to bullying, it is primarily a reactive approach with 
an emphasis on disciplinary action as seen with administrative responses to school-based 
bullying. 
Prior to the many state anti-bullying laws, bullying as a specific criminal act was 
not defmed. Rather, bullying incidents in most states were addressed either as violations 
of state civil statutes or as a violation of civil rights under federal law. Responses to 
bullying by law enforcement were limited, since many of these incidents occurred on 
school grounds. These responses tend to be reactive rather than proactive, failing to 
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address the underlying causes of bullying. Only 12 states consider bullying a crime, and 
only four allow for criminal sanctions such as a fine or incarceration. The criminalization 
ofbullying has not been studied extensively, and as such there is no evidence that 
criminal justice responses alone are effective at preventing bullying re-occurrence. 
Legal Perspectives 
States have responded, in varying degrees, to the bullying problem by adopting 
legislation that defines and prohibits bullying. Anti-bullying laws vary widely in both 
scope and vigor across the 43 states that have adopted them. Variation extends to 
bullying definition, specification of cyber-bullying, direction to school districts to 
implement anti-bullying policies, identification of at-risk groups needing legal protection, 
funding or direction to conduct education or prevention programs, and expanded 
jurisdiction to the electronic space, among other features. 
Legal responses have limited evidence of effectiveness in the literature. The US 
anti-bullying laws implemented since 2001 have not been systematically evaluated for 
their effectiveness in preventing bullying. Critique of anti-bullying laws generally points 
to a lack of specifying that schools actually implement an anti-bullying strategy (as 
opposed to just having a policy) as the main rationale for their ineffectiveness; however, 
there is no evidence that this is solely the case (Weddle 2004). (Anti-bullying legislation 
will also be discussed below, as part of the public health approach to bullying.) 
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Individual Differences Perspective 
One perspective of bullying is that individual differences between people drive bullying 
and victimization, in addition to developmental and environmental issues (Ken Rigby and 
Bagshaw 2003). These individual differences contribute to the scope and magnitude of 
the bullying problem. For example, children who are victimized by bullying exhibit risk 
factors such as poor social skills and low self-esteem making these children more 
susceptible to being bullied (Ken Rigby 2003). Conversely, children who display 
aggressive behaviors may have more advanced social skills. 
Individualistic approaches to bullying focus on individual differences in children 
involved in bullying relationships and provide them with tools for addressing bullying. 
Examples of these strategies include assertiveness training for victims of bullying and 
anger management programs for bullies (Ken Rigby and Slee 2008) . These approaches 
on their own have not been effective in reducing overall school-based bullying because 
they do not address school climate or other factors that affect bullying within the entire 
school environment (Ken Rigby and Slee 2008). 
Developmental and Social Relationship Perspectives 
Most school-based bullying programs are derived from developmental and peer-to-peer 
group theory. These theories include social cognitive theory (Cranham and Carroll 2003; 
Bandura 1993), social identity development theory (Gini 2007), and moral development 
theory (Rest 1983), among others. Bullying prevention programs based on developmental 
theory are aimed at breaking the cycle of bullying by targeting social cognition, social 
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processing and moral emotions (Tremblay and Craig 1997). The developmental 
perspective of bullying posits that bullying starts in early childhood when children 
attempt to establish social dominance. When bullying is not addressed, it is often 
subsequently reinforced by group socialization as children age. 
One set of literature on the developmental perspective examines the way in which 
children interpret social cues (e.g., (Dodge and Price 1994; Nicki R. Crick and Dodge 
1994; Harvey, Fletcher, and French 2001; Huesmann and Guerra 1997). Some children 
may be deficient in how they process social information and may be limited in their 
responses to social situation, thus leading to the selection of aggressive behaviors (Dodge 
et al. 1990; Gini 2007). Other studies have shown that bullies may be in fact socially 
skilled, using aggressive behaviors to attain social goals such as recognition as a group 
leader (Sutton, Smith, and Swettenham 1999). This 'social climbing' is combined with a 
lack of empathy toward the person or persons they victimize (Hawley 2003). 
A sequel to social skills is the role moral development plays in behavioral choices 
(Malti and Krettenauer 2014). Rest theorized that moral development consists of moral 
sensitivity (awareness of a moral problem), moral judgment (decision to take a perceived 
moral action), moral motivation (adhering to individual values and prioritizing a moral 
action), and moral character (following through on the prioritized moral action) (Rest 
1983). In this model, an individual assesses a social situation and considers options in 
responding to that situation (i.e., social cognition). After this social processing, the 
individual commits to act or not, including whether to act aggressively in the situation. 
In some cases, an individual may decide that bullying is a moral or "right" action. 
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Within the moral development literature, theorists describe guilt as a key factor in 
aggressive behavior. A person who experiences more guilt is less likely to commit 
aggressive behaviors (Hare et al. 1990; Quiles and Bybee 1997). However, if a person 
experiences less guilt, he or she may be more likely to be aggressive or not to feel 
emotions associated with guilt and shame. It is unclear what triggers the transition from 
guilt to aggression instead of shame. 
Social learning theory also provides a lens for understanding aggressive behaviors 
such as bullying. Bandura theorized that social behavior, both negative and positive, is a 
result of modeling (or "learning") behaviors observed (Bandura 1990; Bandura 1986; 
Bandura 1978). Through their development, children develop a moral compass of right 
and wrong behaviors based on observation. As they interact in social situations, this self-
regulatory compass prompts children to choose behaviors that either promote positive or 
negative self-worth. However, Osofsky et al. acknowledged that this moral compass can 
become disengaged during the self-regulatory process at four sites, as shown in Figure 3-
1 (Osofsky, Bandura, and Zimbardo 2005). In this model, injurious behavior such as 
bullying can be justified as right (not wrong) . Moral justification describes that the 
outcome justifies the method of getting to that outcome, whereas euphemistic labeling 
(e.g., 'We were just having a bit of fun') moralizes bullying into a benign action that 
diminishes the intensity of the behavior. Palliative-or advantageous-comparison with a 
more destructive behavior, thus disguising the bullying as a righteous act, is another 
mechanism of disengagement (e.g., "What I did isn't as bad as what Suzie did to her."). 
Children who bully may also try to displace responsibility for their actions by shifting 
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blame to someone else or to someone else in their group (e.g., "I only saw what 
happened"). Bullies can also disengage morally by blaming the victim for their bullying 
(e.g. , "She was asking for it") or dehumanizing their victim (e.g., "you' re a fat pig"). 
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FIGURE 3-1 
Moral Disengagement Mechanism 
I 
I 
Victim 
(Osofsky, Bandura, and Zimbardo 2005; Bandura 1986) 
How are these moral self-regulatory mechanisms modified in the case of children 
with risk factors for bullying? Ahmed et al. suggests that individuals' management of 
shame over wrongdoing is key to understanding how bullying occurs and to developing 
programs targeting shame management (Ahmed et al. 2001 ). Individuals expetience 
shame when their moral compass tells them they have behaved inappropriately in relation 
to their community (i.e., family and/or school). Acknowledging the wrong and making 
amends for the behavior leads to a discharge of shame. When shame is not discharged, 
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social relationships are weakened, and in some individuals whose moral compass has 
disengaged, this shame is internalized and can be expressed as aggression. Further 
rejection from the community for aggressive behaviors can reinforce maladaptive shame 
management, thus perpetuating a cycle of aggression. Ahmed et al. applies this 
framework to the four categories of bullying participants (Table 3-1): 
TABLE 3-1 
Shame Management Variation across Participants in Bullying 
Non-bullies/non-
victims 
Acknowledge 
shame and 
discharge it 
Bullies Victims 
Acknowledge shame 
but are caught up in 
cycles of self-critical 
thinking, through 
ongoing feelings of 
rejection from others, 
so their shame 
Less likely to 
acknowledge 
shame, with shame 
over wrongdoing 
being displaced 
onto others, often 
manifest as anger 
and other forms of becomes persistent, 
antisocial behavior despite 
acknowledgement of 
the wrongdoing 
Bully-victims 
Feel shame, but like 
bullies, fail to 
acknowledge it and 
further, like 
victims, they are 
caught up in cycles 
of self-critical 
thought 
Excerpted from Ahmed, E. Harris, N. , Braithwaite, J., and Braithwaite, V. 2001. Shame 
Management Through Reintegration, Cambridge University Press. 
School-based anti-bullying programs that base their design on a developmental 
perspective-focusing on social intelligence, moral sensitivity, shame management and 
empathy- are among the most effective across anti-bullying strategies (e.g. ,Vreeman and 
Carroll 2007). Some of these programs have been tested in schools, either as a singular 
strategy or as part of comprehensive bullying programs. 
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Restorative Justice Perspective 
Restorative justice-that is, a theory of justice that views violence as a violation of 
people and relationships and seeks to restore damaged relationships between 
individuals-offers another perspective that explains bullying as a construct of shame 
management and provides guidance on restoring positive relationships between bullies 
and their victims. As described previously, bullies when emotionally distressed 
generally do not experience appropriate shame and can resort to aggression, often 
projecting shame on their targets. In contrast, bullied children are more likely to 
experience inappropriate shame (B. Morrison 2002). 
Braithwaite's reintegrative shaming theory suggests there are two features that 
underpin the restorative process (Braithwaite 1989). First, the process must involve 
participation of a community of support for both offender and victim. This community is 
made up of the people who care most for and respect the bully and victim. The second 
component of this process is a confrontation of the wrongdoing (i.e., shaming) between 
the bully and victim in the presence of the supportive community. The second 
component seeks to create a space where amends can be made for the bullying and assist 
in the reintegration of both parties into the school environment. The outcome of this 
process is largely dependent on the response of the supportive community (B. Morrison 
2002). Restorative approaches work in direct contrast to traditional, administrative 
approaches to addressing bullying (see Figure 3-2). These approaches account for 
situational factors and can adapt to those factors. 
Bullying occurs Shame is displaced 
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Traditional Approach 
Increased 
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FIGURE 3-2 
Comparison of Traditional and Restorative Approaches to Bullying 
(Braithwaite 1999) 
The whole-school approach4 to school-based bullying utilizes a restorative justice 
framework. Intervention in the whole-school approach utilizes three levels of community 
participation: tmiversal, targeted, and intensive. The 'universal' approach teaches all 
4 
'Whole-school' is also used in the bullying community to describe multi-disciplinary, 
comprehensive interventions that include both restorative justice and other methods to address 
bullying. 
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members of the school to develop the skills, socially and emotionally, to address conflict 
in a supportive environment stressing respect for persons (i.e. , the whole-school strategy). 
The 'targeted' approach addresses conflicts which affect groups within the school 
community over a period of time. The ' intensive' approach extends the school 
community to a larger number of parties (e.g. , social workers, parents, and sometimes 
law enforcement) to address more serious bullying incidents. 
Intensive 1-5% of the population 
/ 
ebuilding 
relationships 
Targeted 
Repairing relationships 
Reaffirming relationships through 
developing social and emotional 
skills 
~ Universal 
- ~ 
FIGURE 3-3 
Whole-School Model of Restorative Justice 
(Brenda Morrison, Blood, and Thorsborne 2005) 
The restorative justice approach is increasingly being utilized in school-based 
Whole 
interventions for bullying because it provides a contrasting alternative to disciplinary 
action. However, there is limited evidence that restorative justice approaches are 
e±Iective against bullying in any setting (e.g. , Stagg and Sheridan 2010). 
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Sociocultural Perspective 
Another perspective of bullying is the view that aggressive behaviors such as bullying are 
a result of segregation of populations into groups based on power. Within society, these 
power differences across groups manifest themselves and may result in aggressive 
behavior. Gender, sexual orientation, race/ethnicity, and socioeconomic differences are 
all risk factors that mediate the bullying outcome, as discussed in Chapter 2. 
Schools may apply this perspective by adjusting their curriculum to promote 
acceptance of sociocultural differences and negate prejudice and/or discrimination. This 
strategy emphasizes a curriculum utilizing problem-solving, moral and emotional 
sensitivity, and team-based work. The theory of these approaches is, by exposure to the 
curriculum, children will develop emotional sensitivity to group differences and seek 
positive social relationships rather than negative ones. Sociocultural approaches-or 
culturally sensitive/competent approaches-have been shown to be effective in 
addressing discrimination, but it is less clear whether these strategies mitigate bullying 
behaviors and their effects (Stagg and Sheridan 201 0). 
Public Health Perspective: A Multi-Faceted Approach to Bullying 
Bullying is a complex problem requiring intervention at many different levels. Public 
health responds to bullying by examining all the levels at which bullying occurs and 
coordinating a response across those levels. This approach, among all those mentioned 
in this chapter, has the highest likelihood of success because it rejects the one-size-fits-all 
solution commonly applied to bullying and admits that multiple approaches combined in 
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a systematic way are necessary to affect change in bullying behaviors. For this reason, 
this dissertation focuses on assessing community response to bullying through a public 
health lens. 
Public health can be defined as "activities that society undertakes to assure the 
conditions in which people can be healthy, including organized efforts to prevent, 
identify and counter threats to the health and safety of the public" (Turnock 2009). 
Alternatively, and perhaps most appropriately for the topic of bullying, public health aims 
redefine what has been acceptable into unacceptable (Vickers 1958). Previous examples 
of this type of public health action include public spittoons and driving while intoxicated. 
The public health approach varies from other perspectives such as criminal justice in that 
it focuses on the health of communities and populations, aiming to promote health and 
prevent poor health in a balanced manner. It is a proactive approach focused on 
preventing bullying rather than a reactive approach intent on recovery following bullying 
(i.e., criminal justice or administrative approaches) . 
A public health approach to bullying addresses the socio-ecological dimensions of 
bullying and applies evidence-based knowledge about the determinants of bullying to 
respond to the problem in a comprehensive and integrated fashion. This involves 
bringing together a variety of perspectives and stakeholders such as those who bully, their 
victims, their families, school administrators, teachers, school staff, students, law 
enforcement, and community leaders. All of these communities are brought together 
thoughtfully and carefully to address aggressive behavior. Public health approaches to 
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bullying are multi-dimensional and encompass a combination of strategies already 
mentioned in this chapter. 
Many bullying interventions have been developed as part of a public health 
perspective. Within the school environment, public health advocates a whole-school-
based is the whole-school that addresses bullying at all levels within school: individual, 
classroom, school-wide, and the community. The most systematically evaluated whole-
school-based intervention is the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program. Table 3-2 presents 
the components of the program at these levels. 
The literature has evaluated the more comprehensive version of the Olweus 
approach multiple times, with strong results in initial tests, but mixed reviews when 
applied outside of Scandinavian contexts (Vreeman and Carrol12007). There are many 
other programs that implement a community wide approach similar to Olweus, but few of 
them have shown consistent reductions in bullying other than those limited to school-
aged and elementary-aged students. 
Anti-bullying laws differ in terms of their incorporation of public health 
functions . Snibstein et al. systematically evaluated state anti-bullying laws for their 
adherence to the core functions of public health (assessment, policy development, and 
assurance) using the Anti-Bullying Public Health Policy Criteria Index (Jorge C 
Srabstein, Berkman, and Pyntikova 2008). In that study, only 35 states had enacted anti-
bullying laws, and only 16 of those states' laws incorporated all three core public health 
functions. 
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TABLE 3-2 
Components of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program 
Schoolwide In the classroom Individual In the community 
• Establish a • Post and • Supervise • Involve 
Bullying enforce school- students' community 
Prevention wide rules activities. members on the 
Coordinating against • Ensure that all Bullying 
Committee. bullying. staff intervene Prevention 
• Conduct • Hold regular on the spot when Coordinating 
committee and class meetings. bullying occurs. Committee. 
staff trainings. • Hold meetings • Hold meetings • Develop 
• Administer the with students' with students partnerships 
Olweus parents. involved in with community 
Bullying bullying. members to 
Questionnaire • Hold meetings support your 
school-wide. with parents of school ' s 
• Hold staff involved program . 
discussion students. • Help to spread 
group meetings. • Develop anti-bullying 
• Introduce the individual messages and 
school rules intervention principles of 
against plans for best practice in 
bullying. involved the community. 
• Review and students. 
refine the 
school ' s 
supervisory 
system. 
• Hold a school 
kick -off event 
to launch the 
program. 
• Involve parents . 
Cyber-bullying: A New Set of Perspectives 
Cyber-bullying bears many similarities to in-person bullying. An act is perpetrated 
deliberately and persistently to harm a victim. However, the anonymous context of 
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electronic bullying allows for displacement of guilt by the perpetrator. Anonymous user 
accounts can spread destructive videos on Y ouTube that can reach an almost limitless 
population, causing harm far beyond what is contained in school walls. The emergence 
of cyber-bullying requires new perspectives about how to identify, explain, prevent, and 
address bullying within an increasingly complicated electronic context. However, there 
are several challenges to developing an effective approach to cyber-bullying. These 
include ethical challenges around privacy and jurisdiction. 
Cyber-bullying presents an additional ethical issue around internet safety relating 
to minors. Most social media sites do not routinely review their sites for accounts created 
by minors, nor do they make guarantees about Internet safety. For example, while 
Facebook's safety policy explicitly prohibits bullying, it guarantees it will address 
violations of its safety rules: 
• We do our best to keep Facebook safe, but we cannot guarantee it. We need 
your help to do that, which includes the following commitments: 
• You will not send or otherwise post unauthorized commercial 
communications (such as spam) on Facebook. 
• You will not collect users' content or information, or otherwise access 
Facebook, using automated means (such as harvesting bots, robots, spiders, 
or scrapers) without our permission. 
• You will not engage in unlawful multi-level marketing, such as a pyramid 
scheme, on Facebook. 
• You will not upload viruses or other malicious code. 
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• You will not solicit login information or access an account belonging to 
someone else. 
• You will not bully, intimidate, or harass any user. (emphasis added) 
• You will not post content that: is hateful, threatening, or pornographic; incites 
violence; or contains nudity or graphic or gratuitous violence. 
• You will not develop or operate a third-party application containing alcohol-
related or other mature content (including advertisements) without 
appropriate age-based restrictions. 
• You will follow our Promotions Guidelines and all applicable laws if you 
publicize or offer any contest, giveaway, or sweepstakes ("promotion") on 
Face book. 
• You will not use Face book to do anything unlawful, misleading, malicious, 
or discriminatory. 
• You will not do anything that could disable, overburden, or impair the proper 
working ofFacebook, such as a denial of service attack. 
• You will not facilitate or encourage any violations of this Statement. 
Parents may or may not be aware of their children' s usage of social media, and may be 
under-educated about internet safety. 
The issue of jurisdiction within cyberspace is also a significant one. Cyberspace 
has no geographic boundaries. From a criminal justice perspective, law enforcement has 
few avenues to address bullying within electronic settings unless the perpetrator is an 
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adult. 5 New anti-bullying laws such as the Massachusetts 2010 anti-bullying law expand 
jurisdiction to include cyberspace, making a connection between cyber-bullying and 
school grounds. However, this is a legal gray area that is unchallenged in the legal arena. 
Summary 
There are several diverse strategies that address bullying, ranging from traditional 
approaches of discipline in educational settings to comprehensive public health 
approaches targeting primary and secondary prevention. However, these interventions 
share one inconvenient characteristic: the literature presents mixed results of their 
effectiveness. Cyber-bullying adds another dimension to strategy around the reduction of 
bullying behaviors in schools that is complicated by ethical challenges around privacy 
and jurisdiction. 
5 For example, teenager Megan Meier committed suicide after being cyberbullied online by a 
parent of a school classmate, Lori Drew, who created a false social media account on MySpace 
under the name "Josh Evans." The parent was indicted but later acquitted. Steinhauer, Jennifer 
(November 26, 2008). "Verdict in MySpace Suicide Case". New York Times. 
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CHAPTER 4: MASSACHUSETTS RESPONSE TO BULLYING 
Context for Massachusetts Approach to Bullying 
In January 2010, a South Hadley teenager named Phoebe Prince committed suicide after 
being bullied in-person and online by her classmates (Szaniszlo and Van Sack 2010). 
After months of being cyberbullied and physically and verbally bullied at school, Prince 
hung herself in the stairwell ofher family home. Hours later, Prince was mocked by 
bullies on her Facebook Memorial page. A Hampshire County Grand Jury responded a 
few months later by indicting nine of Prince's high school classmates with a battery of 
charges, including civil rights violations with bodily injury, criminal harassment, 
stalking, and statutory rape ("Prosecutor: 9 Teens Charged in Bullying That Led to Girl's 
Suicide" 2010). Three of those students were expelled from South Hadley High School. 
Prince' s suicide increased national awareness of the consequences of bullying and 
ignited fierce national debate over how states and communities should address bullying. 
How should online bullying be addressed? Is civil liability enough, or should bullying be 
criminalized? Massachusetts responded to Prince's death and the suicide of Springfield 
six-grader Carl Joseph Walker-Hoover by passing one of the nation's most 
comprehensive anti-bullying laws ("Governor Patrick Signs Landmark Anti-Bullying 
Legislation" 201 0). This chapter describes the legal and regulatory components of the 
new Massachusetts anti-bullying law. 
Massachusetts Anti-Bullying Laws 
On May 3, 2010, Governor Deval Patrick signed into Massachusetts General Law 
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Chapter 92, "An Act Relative to Bullying in Schools."6 The law requires school districts, 
charter schools and some private schools to develop bullying prevention/intervention 
plans containing provisions for the development of specific curricula, training, 
investigation, mandatory reporting and discipline related to bullying. The legislature also 
amended Massachusetts' special education law, M.G.L. c. 71B and the student handbook 
requirements ofM.G.L. c. 71, § 37H among other laws. (Appendix C presents the 2010 
Act in its entirety which includes amendments to other laws.) The Massachusetts 
Commission on Bullying undertook a review of General Laws relevant to bullying, 
including criminal statutes and civil remedies, and also reviewed statutes for parental 
liability. Table 4-1 presents the Commission's list of other Massachusetts laws that may 
be applicable in addressing bullying. 
TABLE 4-1 
Examples of Massachusetts General Laws and Statutes Relevant to Bullying 
Criminal Laws 
Violation of Harassment Prevention Order G.L. c. 258E, §9 
Assault, G.L. c. 265 §13A 
Assault and Battery, G.L. c. 265, § 13A 
Assault and Battery with a Dangerous Weapon, G.L. c. 265, §15A 
Assault with Dangerous Weapon, G.L. c. 265, §15B 
Violation of Constitutional Rights, G.L. c. 265, §37 
Assault or Battery for Purpose of Intimidation, G.L. c. 265, §39 
Identity Fraud, G.L. c. 266 §37E 
Destruction of Place or Worship etc., G.L. c. 266, §127A (also includes schools and 
educational facilities) 
Hazing, G.L. c. 269, § 17 
Disturbance of School or Assembly, G.L. c. 272, §40 
Threats, G.L. c. 275, §2 
Dissemination of harmful material to a minor, G.L. c. 272 §28 
6 http://www .malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/ Acts/20 1 O/Chapter92 
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Civil Laws 
Massachusetts Civil Rights Act, G.L. c 12§ 11H-J 
The Attorney or private individual may seek injunction or other equitable relief when 
that individual's enjoyment or exercise of a protected right is interfered with by threats, 
intimidation or coercion. 
Harassment Prevention Orders, G.L. c 258E 
Allows victim of stalking, sexual assault, or harassment to seek a restraining order 
against the perpetrator. 
The Right to Attend School Free from Discrimination, G.L. c. 76 § 5 
School handbooks must contain a nondiscrimination policy and affirm school's non-
tolerance of harassment or discrimination, including those based on race, color, sex, 
religion, national origin or sexual orientation, and include procedures to promptly 
address discrimination or harassment on this basis. 
Tort Claims 
Victims may use common tort law to lay claim against a bully for assault, battery, 
intentional infliction of emotional distress, negligent infliction of emotional distress, or 
negligence. Caution here is that the Massachusetts Tort Claims Act (G.L. c. 258, § 10(j)) 
may protect school districts from liability based on the damage being caused by a third 
party. 
*Excerpted from Recommendations from the Review of Laws Regarding Bullying in 
Massachusetts, Commission to Review Statutes Relative to Implementation of the School 
Bullying Law, June 2011. 
Features and Requirements of the Massachusetts Anti-Bullying Law 
The Massachusetts is notable for having a number of features that address bullying at the 
community level. These features include: 1) a statewide definition for bullying behaviors 
that is consistent across all communities, 2) specific prohibition of bullying, 3) expansion 
of jurisdiction to include cyberspace, 4) a requirement that school districts adopt an anti-
bullying policy, 5) a requirement that all school districts develop and implement a 
bullying prevention program, 6) reporting requirements that include prohibition for 
retaliation, 7) investigative procedures, 8) staff training requirements, 9) bullying 
definition that includes school employees, 1 0) requirement for review by a regulatory 
authority. 
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The Massachusetts anti-bullying law identified the Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education (DESE) as being the regulatory authority to direct and review 
compliance of school-based anti-bullying efforts among school districts named in the 
law. Specifically, the law requires the DESE: 
• Offer information on alternative methods for fulfilling professional development 
requirements for training staff to prevent bullying 
• Promulgate rules and regulations on the requirements related to a principal's 
duties 
• Review school districts, charter schools, approved private day or residential 
schools and collaborative schools to determine whether the districts and schools 
are in compliance 
• Publish guidelines for the implementation of social and emotional learning 
curricula in kindergarten to grade 12 
• Publish a model plan for school districts and schools to consider when creating 
their plans, updated every two years (Appendix D presents the Model Plan Guide 
from DESE) 
• Collect school district bullying prevention and intervention plans 
• Compile a list of bullying prevention and intervention resources, evidence-based 
curricula, best practices and academic-based research that shall be made available 
to schools 
• Issue a report detailing cost-effective ways to implement the professional 
development requirements 
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Table 4-2 presents DESE's key requirements for school districts related to the 
implementation of the 2010 Act and the timeline for achieving those requirements. 
DESE regulations include providing guidance for developing school district plans. 
The DESE lists several evidence-based approaches on its website, although stops short 
from making specific recommendations to districts about selecting an approach. Table 4-
3 presents those evidence-based programs. 
TABLE 4-2 
Required* Activities of the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education According to DESE June 4, 2010, Memorandum 
Activity Timeline 
Bullying Prevention and Intervention Plans 
Each school district, charter school, non-public school, 
Department-approved private special education school, and 
collaborative school must create a Bullying Prevention and 
Intervention Plan (Plan) that prohibits bullying, cyber-
bullying, and retaliation. The Plan is to include information 
on reporting, notice to parents and guardians, notice to law 
enforcement as necessary, and counseling strategies and 
procedures for creating safety plans for victims. Bullying 
Prevention and Intervention Plans must be updated every 
other year. (See M.G.L. c. 71, § 370, added by Chapter 92 of 
the Acts of2010.) 
When developing the Plan, school districts, charter schools, 
Department-approved private special education schools, and 
collaborative schools must give notice and provide for a 
public comment period. Non-public schools must allow for 
notice and a comment period for families that have a child 
attending the school. 
Public schools must amend school handbooks to include an 
age-appropriate summary of their new Bullying Prevention 
School districts, charter 
schools, Department-
approved private special 
education schools, and 
collaborative schools 
must submit their Plans 
to the Department by 
December 31, 2010. 
Non-public schools 
must develop Plans no 
later than December 31 , 
2010. These Plans are 
not to be submitted to 
the Department. 
Schools must update 
2010-2011 school year 
handbooks to include 
this information. 
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Required* Activities of the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education According to DESE June 4, 2010, Memorandum 
Activity Timeline 
and Intervention Plan. (See M.G.L. c. 71, §37H, as amended 
by Chapter 92 of the Acts of2010.) 
The Department is working in cooperation with the 
Department ofPublic Health, the Department of Mental 
Health, the Attorney General, the Massachusetts District 
Attorneys Association, and experts on bullying, to create a 
model bullying prevention and intervention plan. (See 
M.G.L. c. 71, § 370(j), as added by Chapter 92 of the Acts of 
2010.) The Department will post this model plan on its 
website this summer. 
By September 30, 2010, the Board ofElementary and 
Secondary Education must adopt regulations to implement 
the new law's requirements regarding principals' duty to 
report instances of bullying or retaliation to parents and 
guardians, and to law enforcement when necessary. Draft 
regulations will be available for public comment this 
summer. 
Internet Safety 
Public schools (including school districts, charter schools, 
and collaboratives) that provide computer access to students 
must have an internet safety policy to protect students from 
inappropriate materials and subject matter. The policy, and 
standards and rules enforcing it, must be determined by the 
school committee in cooperation with the superintendent, or 
by the board of trustees of a charter school. Parents must be 
notified of the policy and related rules. (See M.G.L. c. 71 , § 
93, added by Chapter 92 of the Acts of2010.) 
Bullying Prevention Instruction 
Each school district, charter school, Department-approved 
private special education school, and collaborative school is 
required to provide age-appropriate instruction on bullying 
While this section 
addresses only public 
schools, the Department 
strongly recommends 
that all non-public 
schools also should 
have an internet safety 
plan. 
School districts, charter 
schools, Department-
approved private special 
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Required* Activities of the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education According to DESE June 4, 2010, Memorandum 
Activity Timeline 
prevention for students in each grade that is incorporated into 
the curriculum of the school or district. The curriculum must 
be evidence-based, and information about it must be made 
available to parents and guardians. (See M.G.L. c. 71, § 
370(c), as added by Chapter 92 of the Acts of2010.) 
After consultation with other agencies and experts on 
bullying prevention and intervention, the Department will 
post on its website at www.doe.mass .edu/ssce/ bullying 
prevention and intervention resources, and throughout the 
summer will continue to update this information and include 
evidence-based curricula, best practices, and academic-based 
research. The Department will also update these tools and 
resources biennially. (See M.G.L. c. 71, § 370U), as added 
by Chapter 92 ofthe Acts of2010.) 
In addition, the Department will publish guidelines for the 
implementation of social and emotional learning curricula in 
grades kindergarten through 12, inclusive, by June 30, 2011. 
Professional Development 
School districts, charter schools, Department-approved 
private special education schools, and collaborative schools 
must implement, for all school staff, professional 
development that includes developmentally appropriate 
strategies for bullying prevention and intervention, research 
findings on bullying, and information on cyber-bullying and 
internet safety. (See M.G.L. c. 71 , § 370(d), as added by 
Chapter 92 of the Acts of2010.) 
The Department will provide schools with information on 
ways to fulfill the law's professional development 
requirements, including at least one resource that is available 
at no cost to schools. By August 31 , 2010, the Department 
will issue a report on cost-effective professional development 
education schools, and 
collaborative schools 
must provide instruction 
to students and 
information to 
parents/ guardians 
beginning in the 2010-
2011 school year. 
School districts, charter 
schools, Department-
approved private special 
education schools, and 
collaborative schools 
must put professional 
development plans in 
place for the 2010-2011 
school year and initiate 
training. 
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Required* Activities of the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education According to DESE June 4, 2010, Memorandum 
Activity Timeline 
resources. 
Requirements for Students with Disabilities 
For students identified with a disability on the autism 
spectrum, the IEP Team must consider and specifically 
address the skills and proficiencies needed to avoid and 
respond to bullying, harassment, or teasing. (See M.G.L. c. 
71B, § 3, as amended by Chapter 92 ofthe Acts of2010.) 
Whenever the IEP Team evaluation indicates that a student's 
disability affects social skills development, or when the 
student's disability makes him or her vulnerable to bullying, 
harassment, or teasing, the IEP must address the skills and 
proficiencies needed to avoid and respond to bullying, 
harassment, or teasing. (See M.G.L. c. 71B, § 3, as amended 
by Chapter 92 of the Acts of2010.) 
Guidance from the Department on implementing the new law 
for students with disabilities is forthcoming. 
These provisions apply 
to IEP Teams as of the 
effective date of the 
law: May 3, 2010. 
*Required under the 2010 An Act Relative to Bullying in Schools 
Table narrative is quoted from DESE Memorandum, June 4, 2010, "Bullying Prevention 
and Intervention in Public and Non-Public Schools." 
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TABLE 4-3 
Evidence-Based Approaches Recommended by the Massachusetts Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education, March 2012 
Evidence-Based 
Intervention 
Aggressors, Victims, and 
Bystanders 
Al's Pals 
Program description Age groups 
A curriculum that helps students analyze the 6-12, 13-17 
habits of thought that promote, allow for, or 
prevent violence. In addition to considering 
the behaviors and motivations of people who 
commit acts of violence, the module addresses 
the roles that victims and bystanders play in 
violent situations. It explores how all three 
groups can respond differently to conflict. In 
12 sessions, students learn and practice 
conflict-resolution skills that enable them to 
stay safe while maintaining self-respect and 
respect for others. 
A school-based prevention program that seeks 3-8 
to develop social-emotional skills such as self-
control, problem-solving, and healthy 
decision-making. 
Olweus Bullying Prevention Prevention program aimed at preventing or 6-14 
Program reducing bullying throughout a school setting; 
Michigan Model for 
Comprehensive School 
Health Education 
de-signed to improve peer relations and make 
schools safer, more positive places for 
students to learn and develop 
Sequential health education curriculum that 
aims to give school-aged children the 
knowledge and skills needed to practice and 
maintain healthy behaviors and lifestyles. 
Based on the Adapted Health Belief Model, a 
merging of several behavior change theories 
including the Social Cognitive Theory, Social 
Influence Theory, and Social Behavioral 
Theory. 
5-19 
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Evidence-Based Approaches Recommended by the Massachusetts Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education, March 2012 
Evidence-Based 
Intervention 
PATHS (Promoting 
Alternative Thinking 
Strategies) 
Steps to Respect 
Program description 
a comprehensive program that promotes 
emotional and social competencies and 
reduces aggression and behavior problems in 
elementary school-aged children, while 
simultaneously enhancing the educational 
process in the classroom 
School-wide program designed to decrease 
school bullying problems and promote social 
competence skills (like group joining and 
conflict resolution) among students 
Age groups 
5-10 
8-12 
*Interventions were identified by the Regional Educational Laboratory Northeast and 
Islands at EDC, at the request of the DESE 
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS OF MASSACHUSETTS APPROACH TO 
BULLYING 
Massachusetts received national acclaim for its 2010 measure aimed at preventing 
bullying. However, many stakeholders have been critical of the law for its criminal 
justice focus (versus a restorative justice approach). This chapter evaluates the 2010 Act 
Relative to Bullying in Schools for its adherence to public health core functions using 
Srabstein 's Anti-Bullying Public Health Policy Index. The section also reviews the 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of the anti-bullying measure. 
Anti-Bullying Public Health Policy Index 
Evaluation of Srabstein's Anti-Bullying Public Health Policy Index, as described in Table 
5-1, provides criteria for evaluating a state anti-bullying laws for adherence to the core 
functions of public health (Jorge C Srabstein, Berkman, and Pyntikova 2008): 
Criteria 
Legal articulation of a 
public health problem 
and its solution 
Creation of a public 
health infrastructure to 
address bullying 
TABLE 5-l 
Anti-Bullying Public Health Policy Index 
Key Questions 
Does the law include a definition of bullying? 
Does the law explicitly prohibit bullying? 
Does the law recognize the link between bullying and public 
health/safety risks 
Does the law enable the implementation of a research-based 
bullying prevention program? 
Does the law provide a mechanism for funding to achieve this 
aim? 
Source: Srabstein et al. 2008 
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Below we describe the features of Massachusetts' anti-bullying laws according to the 
Anti-Bullying Public Health Policy Index. Massachusetts meets some of the Index 
criteria, but falls short in the public health infrastructure dimension. 
Legal articulation of a public health problem and its solution 
Does it include a definition of bullying? 
The 2010 Massachusetts anti-bullying law explicitly defines bullying and cyber-bullying. 
In Massachusetts, bullying is statutorily defined as : 
. . . the repeated use by one or more students of a written, verbal or electronic 
expression or a physical act or gesture or any combination thereof, directed at a 
victim that: (i) causes physical or emotional harm to the victim or damage to the 
victim's property; (ii) places the victim in reasonable fear of harm to himself or 
of damage to his property; (iii) creates a hostile environment at school for the 
victim; (iv) infringes on the rights of the victim at school; or (v) materially and 
substantially disrupts the education process or the orderly operation of a school. 
For the purposes of this section, bullying shall include cyber-bullying. 7 
In contrast to other states that have adopted anti-bullying statutes, the Massachusetts law 
explicitly names and defines cyber-bullying: 
"Cyber-bullying", bullying through the use of technology or any electronic 
communication, which shall include, but shall not be limited to, any transfer of 
signs, signals, writing, images, sounds, data or intelligence of any nature 
7 M. G. L. c. 71 § 370 
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transmitted in whole or in part by a wire, radio, electromagnetic, photo 
electronic or photo optical system, including, but not limited to, electronic mail, 
internet communications, instant messages or facsimile communications. Cyber-
bullying shall also include (i) the creation of a web page or blog in which the 
creator assumes the identity of another person or (ii) the knowing impersonation 
of another person as the author of posted content or messages, if the creation or 
impersonation creates any of the conditions enumerated in clauses (i) to (v), 
inclusive, of the definition ofbullying. Cyber-bullying shall also include the 
distribution by electronic means of a communication to more than one person or 
the posting of material on an electronic medium that may be accessed by one or 
more persons, if the distribution or posting creates any of the conditions 
enumerated in clauses (i) to (v), inclusive, of the definition ofbullying.8 
Does the law explicitly prohibit bully ing? 
Massachusetts anti-bullying law explicitly prohibits bullying, with expanded jurisdiction 
to include electronic spaces: 
Bullying shall be prohibited: (i) on school grounds, property immediately 
adjacent to school grounds, at a school-sponsored or school-related activity, 
function or program whether on or off school grounds, at a school bus stop, on a 
school bus or other vehicle owned, leased or used by a school district or school, 
or through the use of technology or an electronic device owned, leased or used 
by a school district or school and (ii) at a location, activity, function or program 
8 M. G. L. c. 71 § 370 
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that is not school-related, or through the use of technology or an electronic 
device that is not owned, leased or used by a school district or school, if the 
bullying creates a hostile environment at school for the victim, infringes on the 
rights of the victim at school or materially and substantially disrupts the 
education process or the orderly operation of a school. Nothing contained herein 
shall require schools to staff any non-school related activities, functions, or 
programs.9 
Does the law recognize the link between bullying and public health/safety risks? 
The Massachusetts anti-bullying law does not explicitly describe bullying as linked to 
public health or safety risks, but it does recognize that students with Individualized 
Education Plans may be vulnerable to bullying: 
Whenever the evaluation of the Individualized Education Program team 
indicates that the child has a disability that affects social skills development or 
that the child is vulnerable to bullying, harassment or teasing because of the 
child's disability, the Individualized Education Program shall address the skills 
and proficiencies needed to avoid and respond to bullying, harassment or 
. 10 teas mg. 
The law also creates a No Name Calling day to highlight the effects of verbal bullying: 
The governor shall annually issue a proclamation setting apart the fourth 
Wednesday in January as No Name Calling Day to increase public awareness of 
9 M.G. L. c. 71 § 370 
10 M. G. L. c. 71B § 3 (2008) 
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the devastating effects of verbal bullying, to encourage students to use positive 
dialogue and pledge not to use hurtful names on this designated day, to promote 
tolerance and respect for differences and to reaffirm the commitment of the 
citizens of the commonwealth to basic human rights and dignity. 11 
Despite the naming of special education students, the law does not specifically address 
other vulnerable populations (e.g., females, gay/lesbian students, physically disabled 
students). Further, the law does not acknowledge risk factors or consequences that are 
associated with being victimized by bullies, nor does it address the unique needs of 
perpetrators and those students who both bully and are victims ofbullying. 
Creation of a public health infrastructure to address bullying 
Does the law enable the implementation of a research-based bullying prevention 
program? 
The Massachusetts anti-bullying laws stops short of mandating school districts to 
implement evidence-based curricula, but does specify that the regulatory authority 
"compile a list of bullying prevention and intervention resources, evidence-based 
curricula, best practices and academic-based research that shall be made available to 
schools." 
Does the law provide a mechanism for funding to achieve this aim ? 
The law mandates the implementation of evidence-based bullying prevention programs at 
II M.G. L. c. 6 § 15NNNNN 
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the school district level. This is an unfunded mandate. 
SWOT Analysis of the Massachusetts Approach to Bullying 
The Massachusetts state-level approach to bullying aims to address bullying in a 
comprehensive manner; however, there are areas in the law that are problematic and 
threaten to minimize the potential impact the law intends to have on bullying prevention. 
This section presents a Strengths-Weaknesses-Opportunities-Threat (SWOT) analysis of 
the Massachusetts 2010 Act Relative to Bullying in Schools. 
Strengths 
The Massachusetts law includes many measures that have the potential to reduce bullying 
in schools. One ofthe main features of the law is its explicit definition ofbullying. In 
comparison to almost two-thirds of other states with anti-bullying laws, Massachusetts 
takes the ambiguity out of bullying by legally defining it and providing schools with the 
basis for identifying bullying. This defmition assists schools-especially teachers, staff, 
and administrators-with criteria for evaluating what is bullying and what is not bullying. 
Massachusetts also explicit defines cyber-bullying, as opposed to describing it in passing 
references as "electronic acts." 
Another strength of the Massachusetts law is its specification of jurisdiction. 
Prior to the anti-bullying law, cyber-bullying was an untouchable behavior because of the 
argument that cyber-bullying does not take place on school grounds and is therefore not 
subject to school policy. The Massachusetts' law explicitly mentions jurisdiction over 
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cyberspace, giving school administrators, staff, teachers, and law enforcement tools to 
identify and take action to prevent cyber-bullying. No other states expand jurisdiction of 
school districts in this manner. 
The Massachusetts law also includes provisions for staff training to assist them in 
identifying and addressing bullying incidents. Professional development around bullying 
is important because the signs of bullying can be very subtle. Training programs for 
school employees stress identification of the psychological signs of bullying in addition 
to the more overt name-calling and physical aggression. 
Weaknesses 
Potential weaknesses in Massachusetts ' legal approach lie in its interpretation of specific 
provisions. For example, the expansion of jurisdiction is a gray area and may face legal 
challenges over privacy. Second, school districts are not required to implement evidence-
based interventions and can adopt the model intervention plan without regard to tailoring 
it to their district's needs. Those districts that do implement interventions based on sound 
theoretical frameworks face the challenge of a lack of effective evidence-based 
interventions for adolescents. 
A third weakness in the anti-bullying law is its lack of requiring a tracking system 
for monitoring school-based bullying prevention efforts. The DESE's authority is limited 
to collecting intervention plans from districts and examining those plans for compliance; 
however, DESE is not required to monitor the implementation of those programs nor is it 
given the regulatory authority to require reporting of bullying incidents. Such 
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surveillance would be valuable in understanding whether the law had the intended effect 
it was enacted to achieve. 
Another weakness that advocates of bullying prevention may point out is the lack 
of specification of populations at particular risk of bullying and/or victimized. Included 
"enumerated categories" in the anti-bullying law is currently being debated by the state 
legislature with polarizing input from various advocacy groups. Some argue that the law 
does not go far enough to protect students at most risk for bullying. For example, 
populations the literature indicates have twice the odds of being bullied are children with 
disabilities or chronic illness, gay or transgender students, and those who are of 
racial/ethnic minority status. Proponents of amending the law to include enumerated 
categories argue that, unless explicitly stated, resources for anti-bullying may not be 
adequately distributed to higher risk bearing student population. Others argue that having 
protected populations excludes students who do not fit the profile of enumerated 
categories, leading to inadequate protection of all students. School districts vary 
considerably in population distribution and their use of resources . There may be 
inadequate resources, for example, to tailor anti-bullying strategies to different 
populations (e.g., an effective anti-bullying program targeting disabled students) but the 
district may have sufficient funding to implement only a general program for the entire 
student body. It is unclear whether the one-size-fits-all approach of the law has 
ramifications for students at higher risk in the way the law asks districts to select and 
implement programming. 
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Another weakness is the inherent criminal justice perspective in the law. The 
mandate criminalizes the act of bullying, allowing for school administrators to report 
bullying to law enforcement when it occurs. This approach ignores the literature around 
restorative justice and the potential for redressing power imbalance between the bully and 
the victim. Further, the regulatory approach of having DESE monitor the planning of 
anti-bullying interventions in schools but not having the authority to conduct surveillance 
of bullying incidents minimizes the possibility of assessing the effectiveness of those 
interventions and collectively the mandate itself. 
Opportunities 
The new anti-bullying law affords communities the opportunity to build partnerships 
between schools, law enforcement, and greater community. The widespread adoption of 
consistent local policy allows for students to have access to consistent prevention 
paradigm and remedy for being bullied (i.e., equity issue). Further, the required staff 
training, if it is evidence based, consistent, broadly available and required, may empower 
teachers and other school staff to be more alert to and recognize bullying when it occurs, 
allowing for increased opportunities to report bullying and address it. 
Threats 
The Massachusetts anti-bullying law specifies that schools implement "age-appropriate 
instruction on bullying prevention in each grade that is incorporated into the curriculum" 
without an accompanying funding provision. The statute also requires "ongoing 
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professional development to build the skills of all staff members, including, but not 
limited to, educators, administrators, school nurses, cafeteria workers, custodians, bus 
drivers, athletic coaches, advisors to extracurricular activities and paraprofessionals, to 
prevent, identify and respond to bullying," without specifying how school districts might 
pay for such professional development. 
Unfunded mandates such as these provisions have substantial implications for 
communities working with limited local aid and the loss of American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding. Communities often cut professional development 
from their annual budget in support of a level services budget approach supporting the 
maintenance of basic services. The potential cost of conducting this training could range 
between $10,000 and $50,000 annually depending on the number of school personnel 
(i.e., teachers, paraprofessionals, custodial staff, administrative assistants, administrators, 
cafeteria workers, parent volunteers) exclusive of the potential impact on collective 
bargaining processes. School districts in other states have protested this aspect of the 
unfunded nature of anti-bullying program mandates. For example, New Jersey recently 
set aside $1 million to fund anti-bullying training programs when the state Council on 
Local Mandates struck down the state's unfunded mandate of school-based anti-bullying 
programs. 12 
Another major threat to the potential effectiveness of the Massachusetts anti-
bullying law is its failure to specify consequences for employee failure in reporting 
bullying. Most school districts include anti-harassment policies that mandate reporting 
12 See http://www .nj ea.org/news/20 12/03/2 7 I christie%20signs%20anti -bullying%20fix 
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and describe procedures for failing to report observed incidents. Not reporting harassment 
may constitute grounds for terminating an employee, which is typically covered as part of 
contracts and collective bargaining. Without a specification for reporting, school districts 
are unlikely to incorporate reporting in their collective bargaining agreements. 
Summary 
This chapter described the experience of Massachusetts with respect to its recent anti-
bullying law. The anti-bullying law was enacted in part as a reaction to two high-profile 
suicides in early 2010, and increased the scope of anti-bullying efforts across the states. 
The law has many distinguishing features that have the potential for improving bullying 
prevention efforts statewide, such as explicit definitions of bullying, provision for staff 
training, and expanded jurisdiction to include cyber-bullying. However, many argue that 
the law does not go far enough to protect children at high-risk of bullying and leaves 
school districts at the mercy of the budget cycle to meet another unfunded mandate. 
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CHAPTER 6: PURPOSE, EVALUATION FRAMEWORK, AND SPECIFIC 
AIMS 
Purpose and Contribution of the Dissertation 
Purpose of the Dissertation 
Bullying prevalence and heightened awareness of catastrophic consequences have 
prompted a number of responses to school-based violence. Approaches to the problem of 
bullying derive from two very different perspectives and infrastructures. On the one hand 
there is the criminal justice system, which is designed to capture and punish offenders for 
cases of physical assault and other defined crimes. On the other hand, public health 
activists who have long been concerned about related topics such as inter-student 
violence, weapons carrying, suicide, mental health sequelae and dating violence have 
begun to see that bullying may also be an area for primary and secondary public health 
prevention, i.e., intervention to prevent its incidence or reduce its consequences. Public 
health activists also have begun to weigh in on policy questions and address bullying 
through the traditional public health structure of topic related programs. The criminal 
justice and public health systems have separate, sometimes competing interests and 
connections to Massachusetts school systems at both state and local level. This 
dissertation will identify areas of collaboration and divergence between these 
perspectives in efforts to respond to the 2010 Massachusetts legislative mandate to 
address bullying and cyber-bullying. 
In Massachusetts, the recent suicides of two public school students were 
important catalysts in spurring the Massachusetts legislature to pass anti-bullying 
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legislation that has the potential to address public health preventive approaches as well as 
criminal justice actions. All school districts by law were required to design and begin 
implementing age-appropriate, evidence-based bullying prevention programs of their 
choosing during the 2010 to 2011 school year. The Massachusetts Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) developed guidelines including a model 
anti-bullying program and bullying incident report form for school districts to implement 
in order to satisfy this new mandate. As of December 31, 2010, all school districts 
submitted a copy of their bullying prevention to DESE. However, there is no 
requirement in the law to determine whether these potentially very different school-based 
bullying prevention programs were implemented as planned or will be sustained in the 
future. 
Unfunded legislative mandates have been used in the past to require services (e.g., 
prevention of early discharge for delivery and prohibition of outpatient mastectomy) or 
improve access to services. This new use of a legislative mandate to address bullying in 
schools is a new topic and a new venue; investigation of the process of its 
implementation may offer some interesting implications for other efforts to mandate 
action for controversial issues where there is division about the line between public and 
private responsibility. 
This dissertation is an applied research project that describes the process of the 
early implementation of school-based bullying prevention programs as mandated by 
Massachusetts in 2010. Because Massachusetts anti-bullying programs are mandated for 
all school districts, controlled experimental design is impractical. Thus, the project 
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applies the RE-AlM framework as a guide for implementation analysis (Glasgow, Vogt, 
and Boles 1999). RE-AlM stands for, "Reach, Effectiveness, Adoption, Implementation, 
and Maintenance," all elements which affect public health impact. Through surveys and 
in-depth interviews with key stakeholders, the dissertation applies the RE-AlM 
framework to evaluate the impact of local community action in response to passage of the 
2010 mandate. The specific components ofthe application ofRE-AIM to this topic are 
summarized in Table 6-1. 
Framework 
Component 
Reach 
Effectiveness 
Adoption 
TABLE 6-1 
Components of the RE-AlM Framework 
Typical RE-AlM 
question to assess this 
component 
How many of the target 
population received the 
intervention? 
Does the intervention 
work? 
How well is the 
intervention accepted by 
target organizations? 
Specific Questions that operationalize 
the application of the components of 
the RE-AlM framework to this 
dissertation topic 
Are students, staff, teachers, 
administrators, parents, law enforcement, 
and community groups aware of the 2010 
anti-bullying legislation? 
Are these targeted populations engaged in 
anti-bullying prevention efforts? 
What interventions do school districts 
report as best practices in reducing 
bullying? 
To what extent have school districts 
integrated the new bullying law into 
school practices (i.e., school policy, 
school procedures)? 
Is there oversight of the implementation 
of the new bullying law into district 
practice? 
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Components of the RE-AlM Framework 
Framework 
Component 
Typical RE-AlM 
question to assess this 
component 
Implementation To what extent is the 
intervention carried out as 
intended? 
Maintenance Does the change in 
intervention have a long 
term effect? 
Contribution to Public Health Practice 
Specific Questions that operationalize 
the application of the components of 
the RE-AlM framework to this 
dissertation topic 
Did school district implement the 
components of their individual plans? 
Was implementation consistent over the 
period of implementation? 
Were any measurement steps put in place 
to record implementation? 
To what extent have school districts 
reviewed the success of planning and 
implementation processes? 
Do school districts have plans to change 
their programs after their early 
implementation experience? 
How do school districts make sure they 
will continue anti-bullying efforts in the 
future? 
This dissertation makes a contribution to public health practice through its application of 
an established, theory-based evaluation framework on an emerging public health 
problem. First, there are very few validated evaluation frameworks that focus 
specifically on evaluating prevention programs in school settings. This dissertation 
makes a methodological contribution to the field of implementation research about the 
feasibility of applying broad frameworks such as RE-AlM to evaluate school-based 
prevention programs. Systematic application of this framework also provides detailed 
information about potential best practices in the implementation of school-based bullying 
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prevention programs. 
Second, policyrnakers, education advocates, and other stakeholders are concerned 
about the feasibility of implementing mandated behavioral interventions, particularly 
under the current depressed economic climate. The 2011 state budget did not specifically 
include funding for anti-bullying efforts at a local level, including the special education 
circuit breaker fund, nor did the 2010 law specify additional funding for public health 
efforts to combat bullying behaviors. Community stakeholders are also concerned about 
whether the new law adequately defines bullying to provide school districts and 
communities with tools to prevent bullying. For example, while the law specifies that 
school districts have jurisdiction over cyber-bullying, it is not clear how school districts 
have incorporated this extended jurisdiction into policy or whether such jurisdiction has 
been challenged within this early implementation period. Sharing of information about 
barriers, challenges and successes experienced in the initial phase of implementation, 
even if understood to be limited to self-report, will be useful to program planners as a 
baseline benchmark against which to measure future progress and to consider and 
develop ways of maintaining anti-bullying prevention efforts. 
This dissertation is a first measure of the extent to which community leaders are 
aware of and tmderstand the scope of bullying as a public health problem (a preventative 
approach) as opposed to a problem best addressed after an incident has occurred by 
punishment or control enacted through the criminal justice system or by parents. Because 
bullying may be viewed as a socio-ecological phenomenon, understanding community 
leader's definitions of bullying, perceptions of the appropriate level and scope for anti-
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bullying efforts, and their degree ofbeliefthat the intent of the law is prevention allows 
us to assess whether a public health approach has been implemented. Willingness by 
community leaders to take the initial steps to respond to the mandate and to develop plans 
to continue anti-bullying efforts is an essential part of the evaluation process. 
Dissemination of a formal report, website, and informational pamphlet that 
describes the range of program characteristics, identifies critical implementation barriers 
and challenges, details how surveillance ofbullying is conducted, and presents a variety 
of approaches for consideration may prompt school personnel to work with communities 
to tailor and refine their programs, broaden their definitions of bullying to include 
elements of a public health perspective, or develop and/or enhance responses. 
Finally, this dissertation collects, collates and analyzes the first year of activities 
in support of submitted plans, develops a typology of plans, and surveys participants to 
identify barriers, challenges and successes in implementing a state-wide plan to address 
bullying in schools. This information can serve as a benchmark against which to measure 
the effects of the mandate in subsequent waves of evaluation. 
Evaluation Framework 
This dissertation applies the RE-AlM Framework ("Reach, Effectiveness, Adoption, 
Implementation, and Maintenance,") to evaluate the impact of local community action in 
response to passage of the Massachusetts 2010 anti-bullying mandate. The RE-AlM 
Framework is an evaluation framework that has been used to evaluate health promotion 
programs (Glasgow, Vogt, and Boles 1999). The RE-AlM Framework includes five 
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dimensions, which are (as defined by Glasgow et al.): 
• Reach: the percentage and risk characteristics of persons who receive or are 
affected by a policy or program 
• Efficacy/Effectiveness: the positive and negative consequences of programs or 
policies 
• Adoption: the proportion and representativeness of settings that adopt a given 
policy or program. 
• Implementation: the extent to which a program is delivered as intended 
• Maintenance: the extent to which a health promotion practice or policy becomes 
routine and part of the everyday culture and norms of an organization. 
The RE-AlM Framework was chosen for this dissertation because its dimensions allow 
for measurement of community-based variables and multiple assessments over time. It 
also includes dimensions to assess the representativeness and public health impact of 
interventions based on complex settings such as schools. 
The dissertation also examines the extent to which the 2010 anti-bullying mandate 
meets the core functions of public health: 
• Assessment: Monitoring health status in order to identify health issues within the 
community; investigation/diagnosis of health issues and hazards within the 
community; evaluation of the effectiveness, accessibility, and quality of the health 
services within the commtmity. 
• Assurance: Assures that the community can count on a competent public and 
personal care workforce; links people to personal health services and provides 
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these services and health care when it is otherwise not available (e.g., public 
health clinics); informs and educates people about health issues and empowers 
them to take control of their own health; mobilizes community partnerships in 
order to identify and solve health problems. 
• Policy Development: Develop policies and plans that support health efforts on 
both individual and community levels; enforce laws and regulations that protect 
health and ensure safety; research new insights and innovate solutions to health 
problems. 
Specific Aims 
The disse1iation undertakes the following specific aims: 
Aim 1 (Penetration of knowledge): Describe the reach of the 2010 anti-bullying 
mandate. 
Specific objective la: Measure the extent to which school administrators, 
parents, teachers, local municipal leaders, law enforcement, and community 
groups are currently aware ofthe provisions of the 2010 mandate. 
Aim 2: Assess the reach, efficacy/effectiveness, adoption, implementation and 
maintenance of programs established in response to the 2010 mandate. 
Specific objective 2a (reach): Determine the types of anti-bullying programs that 
were planned across the state by targeted school districts as a result of the 2010 
mandate. 
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Specific objective 2b (effectiveness): Identify the evidence basis, if any, for 
practices adopted to reduce bullying, including staff training and development and 
programmatic efforts. 
Specific objective 2c (adoption): Assess the factors that affected the extent of 
incorporation of2010 anti-bullying mandate requirements into Massachusetts 
school policy, handbooks, and teacher training cunicu1a. 
Specific objective 2d (implementation): 
2d.l Identify stakeholders' perceptions of obstacles and barriers to implementation that 
derive from the unfunded nature of the 2010 mandate. 
2d.2 Determine the extent to which planned staff training and development and anti-
bullying programs were completed as intended (i.e., described in their publicly-available 
anti-bullying plans) in Massachusetts school districts, and the rate of adoption within the 
first 18 months of implementation. 
Specific objective 2e (maintenance): 
2e.l Determine the extent to which school leaders in Massachusetts school districts 
targeted by the 2010 mandate plan to continue anti-bullying strategies and efforts by 
describing existing surveillance systems, program review efforts, planned changes in 
implementation, and financial supports for future activities. 
2e.2 Identify stakeholders' perceptions of gains associated with the 2010 mandate and the 
implications of the burden: benefit ratio for future activities. 
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Aim 3: Describe the 2010 mandate's effects and implications for the future for the 
three core functions of public health: assessment, assurance, and policy 
development 
Specific objective 3a (assessment): Describe the implementation of surveillance 
systems to collect outcomes of anti-bullying efforts in Massachusetts school 
districts. 
Specific objective 3b (assurance): Identify new programmatic models and public 
health impacts and outcomes that students, schools, parents, administrators, law 
enforcement officials and community groups believe to be associated with the 
2010 anti-bullying mandate. 
Specific objective 3c (policy development): Describe the development of anti-
bullying school policy created in response to the 2010 anti-bullying mandate. 
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CHAPTER 7: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 
Research Design 
The dissertation employed a post-test quasi-experimental design to evaluate the early 
implementation of school-district level anti-bullying programming and policy following 
the state anti-bullying legislative mandate in 2010. This type of design was selected for 
two practical reasons: 1) the anti-bullying legislative mandate was passed in 2010, 
nullifying any opportunity to collect pre-test data, and 2) the mandate applies to all 
Massachusetts school districts, negating the possibility of a comparison group within the 
state. Furthermore, comparison with public school districts in other states is neither 
practical for financial reasons nor likely to provide a true comparison since every US 
state now has some form of mandated anti-bullying programming in schools. Despite 
these design limitations, it should be noted that the evaluation is intended to set a starting 
point for subsequent, multi-phase evaluation of the mandate. The inherent limitations of 
this study design will be described in detail in the Limitations section of the Discussion 
Chapter (12) for use when interpreting the results of this investigation. 
Methods 
Overview 
This dissertation applied a mixed methods approach using different qualitative and 
quantitative methods (surveys and interviews) to address the three specific aims 
described in Chapter 6. The application of mixed methods is necessary in this setting 
because the interventions implemented across school districts are variable; the law allows 
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school districts the flexibility to develop or select an intervention appropriate for their 
setting. Each school district also includes a local and specific target population with 
diverse demographic and social characteristics, adding another layer of variability to 
evaluate. A mixed methods approach allows for the minimization of limitations inherent 
in applying one method through the measurement of variables from multiple 
perspectives, leading to enhanced analytic quality from the collected data. It also permits 
emergence of new information and constructs, an attribute that is essential for a first 
evaluation of a statewide programmatic effort. For example, a survey of school 
committee members might quantify the range of anti-bullying policies written across a 
broad range of committees, but may not identify the drivers affecting policymaking 
within various strata such as different cultural or socioeconomic contexts. 
This dissertation applied the RE-AlM framework to determine best practices of 
school-based anti-bullying strategies in the early implementation period of the 2010 
mandate. The evaluation occurred at two levels: 1) a local-level, in-depth investigation 
of four public school districts and their approach to anti-bullying using case study 
methodology, and 2) a state-level examination of stakeholder knowledge and attitudes 
toward anti-bullying efforts using survey methodology. Results from the dissertation 
project were disseminated through a set of activities described in Chapter 8. 
Logic Model and Measures 
Data collection instruments for both levels of evaluation in this study were informed by 
the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program logic model modified to reflect the role of 
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policy at the state level and some of the unique features of the 2010 mandate relative to 
anti-bullying programming in Massachusetts schools (e.g., reporting to law enforcement) 
(see Figure 7-1). This logic model describes the key inputs, activities, outputs, and 
intended outcomes of a school-based bullying program. The dissertation methodology 
measures key dependent variables to achieve its specific aims, as presented in Table 7-1. 
Each of these measures is operationalized in the case study protocol and/or stakeholder 
survey (Appendices E and F). 
Surveys of Key Stakeholders across Massachusetts Public School Districts 
The dissertation evaluates perspectives about process outcomes of anti-bullying efforts in 
Massachusetts across four sets ofkey stakeholders: superintendents, school committee 
chairs, chiefs of police, and parents. These stakeholders were selected because each has a 
specific role described in the anti-bullying law. Each identified stakeholder group was 
surveyed using a web-based application with assistance from their respective professional 
organizations. The survey was refined based on findings from the case study phase of the 
project. This section describes the methodology employed to collect these four important 
perspectives. 
Sample 
Sample Frame 
The sampling frame was constructed using the 2011-2012 Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education School and District Profile Database. Schools required to comply 
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with the 2010 mandate include public schools, public charter schools, private schools, 
educational collaboratives, and approved private day or residential schools. During the 
2011-2012 school year, 400 public school districts operated 1,829 public schools, 
including 1,139 elementary schools, 316 middle or junior high schools, and 374 high 
schools (see Table 6-2) . Massachusetts students also attended 72 charter schools, 533 
private schools, 30 educational collaboratives, and 125 approved private special 
education schools (both residential and day programs). 
FIGURE 7-1 
Massachusetts School-Based Bullying Prevention Program Logic Model 
Overall goal of Massachusetts anti-bullying mandate: schools promote a safe and positive environment 
Activities M Outputs Ml Short-term Outcomes .. Long-term Outcomes 
~dul~"-1~~~ Decrease risk Research-Proven II ow-I factors Outccmes affec:tad by the Establlih anHt.JIIyil"l pel ley •Decrea sed self. 
I •Low school reported bullying 
prCJII"arnyears 
Establl!h bult(lng prevention 
commitment followlnc pro1p3m corrmlttee •IE lilced self -f'e ported 
completion am I •Poor academic anti-social behavior Hot! canm~tee & stafftr~ni111s performance •increased youth 8111alned 
Hold regular staffdlscu.,lons I •lmifferentor satisfaction with sdloa accepting 1eacher life Reduced nl-
attitudes towards 
elmpi'OIIed order and social beha\llor bullying 
cisdplineln school • LeS5 aggre55ive & 
•ladt ofs14Jervlsion eJncn!ased youth destructive during breaks positive attitudes behavior for those 
•Rebe II io us ness award ~ehool wa-ka nd who bullied 
•Peers' delinquent ~ehoal in eeneral • More likely to I Post and enforce school-wideru~s behavior 
-RecUc:edWiyil"' agahslbullyW>g 
•Favorable atitudes delay onset of 
towards a ntisoclal de11111¥'cNtnalunchand problematic Held reguarclass meetings __ ,..._pa'lll) 
behavior 
--halnl behaviors such as SUpervisestu:fents' activlles •tadt of parental drug and alcohol 
Ensure thatal staffintervene on 
supervision Hypothesbed Outcomes use 
the spot when bulylngoccurs 
Increase •Less acceptance of anti-
• LeS5 likely to 
Held meetings with students sodal behavior become i111olved 
hvolved In bulylng protective factors •lmpi'OIIed sel f.esteem with deviant peer 
existing bullying Develop indt.liduallnterventlon 
•Sdloa opportunities ot.ess depression groups 
problems pans f<r Involved students 
for pra;oclal 
-Increased • Less likely to drop i11110lvement CDncentration and out of school 
among students rnvdve parents& lawerlon:ement •Sdloa rewards for learn In& 
• Less lllrely to 
•Prevent new prosoclal I 11110lvement 
-More appvpriate Oe'IN!Iop partnershpswllh e"~&Beln bullying canmunty members to suppat •Social skills R!IJctlan p!tb!rn& to 
problems yourschoor. pr-.ra m •in1e ractlon with tullylntby students delnquenc:y and 
•Achieve better prosoclal peers otll:rea.d CDI'IIIIIUrity violence Hep to spread anti-bul~ng 
peer relations mess011es and princples r:J best -•of~~u!¥~8 I I Suicide prevention practicein I he_c~""':'unly ... 
Adapted from the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program Logic Model created by the Evidence-based Prevention 
and Intervention Support Center (EPISCenter) at Penn State University 
\0 
00 
TABLE 7-1 
Measures by Type, RE-AlM Dimension, and Specific Aim 
Dependent Measure/Areas of Measurement Type of measure RE-AlM dimension or core Relevant 
function being measured specific 
aim(s) 
Awareness of the 2010 anti-bullying mandate Proportion Penetration ofknowledge 1.1a 
Understanding of bullying components per Olweus Proportion Penetration of know ledge 1.1a 
definition: 
intent to harm or coerce 
repetition over time 
a power imbalance between the bully and their victim(s) 
Familiarity of state definition of bullying (5-point scale: Mean (Likert) Penetration ofknowledge 1.1 a 
Not familiar to very familiar) 
Familiarity of state definition of cyber-bullying (5-point Mean (Likert) Penetration ofknowledge l.la I \0 \0 
scale: Not familiar to very familiar) 
Stakeholder assessment of the importance of the 2010 Mean (Likert) Penetration of know ledge l.la 
mandate in shaping anti-bullying policy in their school 
district (5-point scale: Not at all important. .. Very 
important) 
Stakeholder assessment of the role of the 2010 mandate in Mean (Likert) Penetration of knowledge l.la 
changing anti-bullying efforts in the school 
district/community (5-point scale: Not at all important 
role . .. Very important role) 
Awareness of 1) the components of the 2010 mandate Proportion, Penetration of knowledge, l.la, 2.2a 
provisions (i.e. , are they familiar with the law) (Yes, No) Qualitative Reach 
and 2) implementation in the community 
Target population of anti-bullying efforts in district, Proportion Reach 2.2a 
community 
Description of anti-bullying (i.e., what is your district doing Proportion Reach 2.2a 
Measures by Type, RE-AlM Dimension, and Specific Aim 
Dependent Measure/Areas of Measurement Type of measure RE-AlM dimension or core Relevant 
function being measured specific 
aim(s) 
to combat bullying) 
Perceived importance of 1) community efforts to combat Proportion Effectiveness 2.2b 
bullying in general, and 2) the 2010 mandate provisions, 3) 
legislative mandates overall in decreasing bullying in 
school district, community at-large, state 
Perception of adequate protection for vulnerable groups of Mean (Likert) Effectiveness 2.2b 
school children (e.g., LBGT, disabled, etc.) 
Involvement (yes, no) and level of involvement in Proportion NA NA 
developing the Bullying Prevention and Intervention Plan (screening 
with school district question), Mean 
(Likert) I 
....... 
0 
Involvement (yes, no) and level of involvement in Proportion NA NA 0 
implementing the Bullying Prevention and Intervention (screening 
Plan with school district question) 
Role in developing school policy on anti-bullying (Yes/no) Proportion Policy Development 3c 
Description of anti-bullying policy development Qualitative Policy Development 3c 
Barriers to anti-bullying policy development Qualitative Policy Development 3c 
Assessment of difficulty in implementing 201 0 mandate Mean (Likert), Adoption 2.2c 
requirements by component (5-point scale: not at all 
difficult to very difficult) 
Factors promoting the adoption/effectiveness of 2010 Propmtion, Effectiveness, Adoption 2.2b, 2.2c 
mandate requirements into school policy qualitative 
Factors promoting the adoption/effectiveness of 2010 Propmtion, Effectiveness, Adoption 2.2b, 2.2c 
mandate requirements into handbooks qualitative 
Factors promoting the adoption/effectiveness of 2010 Proportion, Effectiveness, Adoption 2.2b, 2.2c 
mandate r~uirements into teacher training/professional qualitative 
Measures by Type, RE-AlM Dimension, and Specific Aim 
Dependent Measure/Areas of Measurement Type of measure RE-AlM dimension or core Relevant 
function being measured 
development 
Factors promoting the adoption/effectiveness of 2010 Proportion, Effectiveness, Adoption 
mandate requirements into curricula qualitative 
Barriers to adoption of2010 mandate requirements into Proportion, Adoption 
school policy qualitative 
Barriers to adoption of2010 mandate requirements into Proportion, Adoption 
handbooks qualitative 
Barriers to adoption of 2010 mandate requirements into Proportion, Adoption 
teacher training/professional development qualitative 
Barriers to adoption of2010 mandate requirements into Proportion, Adoption 
curricula qualitative 
Barriers to implementation due to lack of funding, other Qualitative Implementation 
barriers 
Perception of anti-bullying efforts planned being completed Proportion, Mean Implementation 
within the first year of the program (Likert) 
Description of surveillance efforts All Implementation, Assessment 
Importance of reporting bullying to law enforcement, state, Proportion, Mean Implementation 
parents (Likert) 
Perception of the sufficiency of local school policy in Proportion, Mean Maintenance 
addressing bullying in the long-term (Likert), 
Qualitative 
Perception of return on investment for addressing bullying Qualitative Maintenance 
under the mandate, before the mandate 
Perception of the priority placed on anti-bullying efforts All Maintenance 
compared to other areas (e.g., student achievement, MCAS, 
budget, violence) 
specific 
aim(s) 
2.2b, 2.2c 
2.2c 
2.2c 
2.2c 
2.2c 
2.2d.1 
2.2d.2 
2.2d, 3a 
2.2d 
2.2e.l 
2.2e.2 
2.2e.2 
........ 
0 
I ........ 
Measures by Type, RE-AlM Dimension, and Specific Aim 
Dependent Measure/Areas of Measurement 
Elements of anti-bullying efforts would do again, never do 
a gam 
Aspects of anti-bullying efforts that were not part of pre-
mandate that are effective 
Type of measure 
Qualitative 
Qualitative 
RE-AlM dimension or core 
function being measured 
Maintenance 
Assurance 
Relevant 
specific 
aim(s) 
2.2e.2 
3.b 
........ 
0 
N 
103 
TABLE 7-2 
Schools and Enrollments for Massachusetts Public Schools By Educational Level, 
2011-2012 
Variable State Educational Level 
Elementary Middle/Junior High 
High 
Number of schools 1,829 1,139 316 374 
(2011-2012) 
Total Enrollment (# 953,369 449,124 216,191 287,055 
students) 
For the purpose of this dissertation, the sampling frame included public, non-charter 
school districts (n = 400). The rationale for excluding public charter schools, private 
schools, collaboratives, and approved private day or residential schools is the differences 
in key roles, funding streams and responsibilities, and organizational structures (e.g., 
superintendents) for these schools. Charter schools for example are not overseen by an 
elected body of school committee members . Over 90 percent of Massachusetts children 
attend non-charter public schools, allowing this study to produce results that describe the 
majority of Massachusetts children. 
Target Population 
This study targeted four key stakeholder groups including superintendents , school 
committee chairs, chiefs of police, and parents. Three of the stakeholder groups selected 
for inclusion in the sample frame had a statewide professional organization that 
consented to recruit potential study participants (superintendents, school committee 
members, and chiefs of police). For this reason, reliance on these organizations may 
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have excluded non-members of these organizations; however, the large majority (over 
95%) of superintendents, school committee members, and chiefs ofpolice belong to their 
respective organizations. In the case of parents, the Parent Teacher Association was 
unresponsive to requests for recruitment support. Leadership of local parent-teacher 
organizations statewide was contacted to facilitate identification of parents. These local 
parent-teacher organizations represented a smaller constituency of parents within a 
community than the professional organizations of the other target populations. This issue 
was addressed using snowball sampling (described in the next section). The study also 
excluded individuals from the populations being targeted who did not have email 
addresses. The proportion of the sample without email addresses was expected to be 
minimal according to communication by each of the respective professional groups (e.g., 
all police chiefs have a state-provided email address and about 85% of MASC members 
have an email address). Selection criteria and estimated sample sizes for each stakeholder 
group are described in Table 7-3. 
Some stakeholder groups were excluded from the study. Students were excluded 
from the sample for two reasons. First, the study focuses on measurement of knowledge 
and perceptions of programmatic responses to the 2010 anti-bullying mandate as opposed 
to measurement of the effect of programs on the target population. Second, there are 
significant barriers to obtaining consent from child participants that make it impractical to 
collect information in a timely and cost-effective manner. The study also excluded other 
stakeholder groups such as municipal officials and community organization leaders due 
to problems of comparability and differing levels of involvement and knowledge. It is 
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likely, however, that their points of view are represented among the different groups that 
were sampled. Teachers and other school personnel were also excluded due to potential 
challenges related to collective bargaining restrictions and difficulty with obtaining valid 
disclosure, despite assurances of confidentiality. This limitation is acceptable for the 
purposes of this study, which evaluates the earliest stages of program initiation; this issue 
will be important to resolve in subsequent longitudinal analyses of program outcomes. 
Stakeholder 
Group 
All 
Superintendents 
School 
Committee 
Chair+ 
Chiefs of police 
and members of 
law 
enforcement* 
TABLE 7-3 
Target Population Selection Criteria 
Inclusion Criteria 
Email address 
Residence in a community served by a public, non-
charter school district 
Member of the Massachusetts Association of 
School Superintendents, Inc. (MASS) 
Must be current or interim Superintendent or 
designee of the Superintendent 
Must have served as Superintendent or interim 
Superintendent during the 2011-2012 school year 
Member of the Massachusetts Association of 
School Committees 
Must be a current School Committee Chair or 
Chairman during the 2011-2012 academic school 
year 
Must have served on the School Committee for the 
2011-2012 academic school year at minimum 
Member of the Massachusetts Chiefs of Police 
Association (MCOP A) 
Must be current or interim Chief of Police for a 
school district community or designee of the 
current ot interim Chief of Police 
Must have served as the Chief of Police for the 
2011-2012 academic school year at minimum 
Estimated 
sample size 
(n) 
(see below) 
400 
400 
520 
Stakeholder 
Group 
Parents** 
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Target Population Selection Criteria 
Inclusion Criteria 
Leader in the Parent Teacher Association (PTA) in 
a community served by the school district 
Child/children were students during the 2011-2012 
academic year 
Not an employee of the school district in which 
their child/children go to school 
Snowball sample only 
Member of the PTA OR parent from local school 
district referred by the PTA 
Child/children were students during the 2011-2012 
academic year 
Not an employee of the school district in which 
their child/children go to school 
Estimated 
sample size 
(n) 
400 
40-120 
+School Committee membership turns over either in late Spring (March-May) or mid-
Fall (October-November) 
* Some school districts serve several communities (i.e., a regional consortium of three 
towns), and as such, there may be multiple respondents for a school district 
**A snowball technique will be used to locate additional parent respondents 
Sample Selection 
This study employs a census approach in capturing data from its target populations as 
opposed to sampling. The census approach was selected because 1) the sample sizes are 
of reasonable size to collect using electronic methods (i .e., cost-effective), and 2) support 
is available from state professional organizations to locate respondents for each target 
population. Each organization (the Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents, 
Inc., the Massachusetts Association of School Committees, and the Massachusetts Chiefs 
of Police Association) as well as 200 local parent-teacher organizations agreed to send 
out an email to their member list participants but not to share their email lists directly 
with the doctoral student. The drawback of this approach is that the student was not able 
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to control the fielding process or track respondents for the purpose of identifying non-
respondents and increasing response rate. Because the response rate was below 30% for 
each target population, data was not available from smaller communities and important 
sub-populations. The low response rates and their effect on the interpretation of study 
results will be discussed in Chapter 10 as appropriate. 
For parents, methods included as second snowball sample in addition to the email 
sample just described. Parent contacted by the leaders of their parent-teacher 
organization on behalf of the study were asked to forward the survey to a friend who rna y 
or may not be a member of the organization in order to increase the diversity of 
perspectives included for analysis in the final sample. This technique increases the 
likelihood that the parent sample represents a generalizable cross section from the 
population, and potentially it broadens the perspectives shared in the survey and 
generates important qualitative data that may be useful in defining future studies. 
Survey Instrument Development 
Questionnaire construction 
A structured survey questionnaire was developed for this study primarily consisting of 
close-ended questions collecting categorical and Likert scale data. The questionnaire also 
included several open-ended questions to collect data regarding knowledge, behavior, and 
attitudes toward the anti-bullying legislation and its implementation in Massachusetts 
schools. The questionnaire included branching logic to ensure questions targeting the 
individual stakeholder groups (e.g., superintendents, parents) were presented 
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appropriately to those groups during fielding. Questionnaire questions were based on the 
logic model and variables of interest presented earlier in this chapter. Appendix F 
presents the survey instrument that was pre-tested and refined before electronic field 
deployment. 
Pre-testing and refinement 
Survey instruments for each patiicipant group were pretested for validity a priori with 
informants in each stakeholder group. Pre-test participants were recruited from 
communities identified by the doctoral student through her contacts with the 
Massachusetts Association of School Committees. The doctoral student performed one 
round of pre-testing for two participants in each stakeholder group (total of 8 pre-tests) by 
conducting cognitive testing to assess the question-response process. The procedure 
employed in-depth, semi-structured cognitive interviews that asked each respondent to 
assess their thought process in answering a question. Cognitive interviews were designed 
to identify potential response errors or unanticipated interpretations of the questions 
being asked. Cognitive interviewing also assisted the student in identifying any problems 
with the mode of administration (e.g., web-based survey) including presentation, 
structure of the survey process, or technical problems (e.g., browser plug-ins). 
The procedure for cognitive interviewing was done remotely by WebEx where the 
pre-tester shared their computer screen with the student while taking the survey. Pre-test 
participants went through the same informed consent process as intended for the actual 
study. The doctoral student stopped the pre-tester at different points during the survey 
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and asked a set of questions relating to the screen or section of questions being viewed. 
The cognitive interview question guide is shown in Table 7-4. Revisions were made to 
the questionnaire presentation/administration, but no changes were made to the questions. 
The final survey instrument was reprogrammed and field tested by project coordinators 
recruited from the doctoral student place of employment (the National Initiative for 
Children's Healthcare Quality) to check for operational and branching logic errors. The 
survey instrument was programmed in CVENT, a commercial web-based platform that 
fields confidential survey administration (http://www.cvent.com). 
Data Collection 
The doctoral student contacted each professional organization and secured their 
assistance in conducting a survey of their respective memberships. In July 2013, an 
invitation to participate in the survey from a recognized stakeholder in their community 
(e.g. , the Executive Director) was sent to members of each organization. The invitation 
included a description of the study, a statement describing informed consent, and a link to 
the survey (Appendix E). All respondents except parent participants had the option to 
delegate the survey to the appropriate designee, and the survey form collected the name, 
role, and email address of that individual. Parents had the option to refer the survey to 
another parent (or parents) in their community. 
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TABLE 7-4 
Survey Pre-Test Cognitive Interview Protocol 
Timeline for Asking 
Questions during Pre-
Test 
Before starting the 
survey (process begins 
with pre-testers email 
inbox) 
Starting the survey by 
going to the welcome 
screen from the 
invitation 
Question interpretation 
and response error 
identification 
(student stops pre-tester 
at the end of each screen 
and asks these questions) 
Referral to a friend (for 
parent pre-testers) 
End of survey 
Questions 
• Did you have any trouble finding the invitation in your 
email inbox? (i.e., did it get caught in your spam filter) 
• Does the subject line catch your attention? 
• Is it clear from the invitation what the study is about? 
• Do you think the instructions to start the survey are easy 
to understand? 
• Did you have any trouble opening the survey? (i.e., did 
you get a pop-up blocker? Did your browser allow you 
to display the survey?) 
• On the welcome screen, is it clear how you take the 
survey? 
• Do you understand the informed consent information on 
the welcome screen? 
Comprehension 
• Did you have any trouble understanding any of the 
questions in this section? If so, which ones? 
• Are there any unknown terms in the question and/or 
response categories? 
• Are there any vague or unclear concepts being 
presented in this question? 
Retrieval 
• Did you have trouble remembering information you 
needed to answer any question in this section? 
Judgment 
• Do you feel your answer would have been different 
because of a sensitivity or bias you may have? 
• If applicable: Did you have any trouble making a good 
guess for the questions that asked you to estimate or 
guess something? 
Response 
• Was the format of the response requested by the survey 
unclear in any of the questions? 
• Do the instructions to refer a friend make sense to you? 
• Were you able to forward the survey to someone? 
• Did you like the look or design of the survey? 
· • Did the flow of taking the survey go smoothly? 
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Survey Pre-Test Cognitive Interview Protocol 
Timeline for Asking Questions 
Questions during Pre-
Test 
• Are there any presentation errors like text with strange 
characters or large gaps between words or images? 
• Did you have any other technical issues during the 
survey that took away from the survey process? 
• Is there a question you think the survey should have 
asked but didn't? 
• Are there any other issues about the survey you wish to 
share to improve the survey experience? 
One week after the initial invitation was sent, a second solicitation was sent to 
each membership. One week after that, a third request was sent. Data collection was 
closed two weeks after the third invitation. The student monitored returns by school 
district and by role to ensure no programming problems occurred. To improve response 
rates, the student shared the districts that had not completed the survey with their 
respective professional organizations to request a targeted final solicitation to 
communities with limited participation. The doctoral student also emailed individually 
each superintendent and school committee chair with a publically available email address 
(1 00% of superintendents and 85% of school committee chairs) in the state to remind 
them about the survey a week before it closed. The targeted response rate per stakeholder 
group was as follows: 
• Superintendents: 40% 
• School committee members: 30% 
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• Chiefs of police: 30% 
Parents were sampled via a snowball procedure, but the expectation was to recruit up to 
200 participants across the state. The parent survey did not limit the number of 
participants from any single referee. 
Four Case Studies of Anti-Bullying Efforts in Massachusetts Public School 
Districts 
Surveys of key stakeholders allow for the telling of one kind of story that reflects, at a 
very high-level, the reach, effectiveness, adoption, implementation, and sustainability of 
anti-bullying efforts in Massachusetts. To inform these surveys, the dissertation 
completed four case studies of selected Massachusetts communities by gathering primary 
documents, analyzing available secondary data, and conducting in-depth, semi-structured 
interviews with stakeholders across an entire school district. Each school district told its 
own story of how bullying has been viewed and addressed pre- and post-mandate within 
its sociocultural and political context from the perspectives of community leaders, school 
administrators, parents, teachers, school staff, and other stakeholders. 
Case Study Approach 
The case study describes as complete a picture as possible of the actual planning and 
implementation of each district's anti-bullying program. The results of the case study are 
not generalizable to other school districts; rather, the goal was to gain an in-depth 
understanding in a specific context of the processes and factors in play in district 
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responses to the 2010 mandate and to inform future evaluation work and public health 
practice. Case study results are particularly useful when the research question is novel, as 
in this investigation, because they will often generate new ideas and lines of inquiry that 
would not have emerged elsewise. Furthermore, inclusion of a case study allows for a 
mixed methods approach, in which different so.urces of data can be triangulated to 
suggest both confirmation and contradictions that require further exploration. The case 
studies designed to investigate local, contextual conditions collected evidence across two 
main types of information: interviews with key informants (e.g., school administrator 
responsible for leading anti-bullying program implementation) and review of archival 
documents (e.g., intervention plan, school newsletters, results from My Voice survey). 
In this method, qualitative and quantitative components enrich each other and provide 
new perspectives. 
Bromley described a case study as "a systematic inquiry into an event or a set of 
related events which aims to explain and describe the phenomenon of interest" (Bromley 
1990). The dissertation captures the anti-bullying response phenomenon in four 
Massachusetts school districts using the Yin case-study protocol (Yin 1994). The 
protocol includes four parts: 
• Overview of the project (project objectives and case study issues) 
• Questions (specific questions that the investigator must keep in mind during data 
collection) 
• Field procedures (credentials and access to sites) 
• Guide for the report (outline, format for the narrative) 
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Case Study Selection 
Cases initially were selected randomly from the sample frame of 400 Massachusetts 
public, non-charter school districts organized into quartiles based on the following 
criteria. Public school districts were assigned to quartile by scoring each district based on 
the following criteria and weights and then organizing them first through fourth quartile, 
where the first quartile is the bottom quartile . The composite scoring method used these 
criteria and weights: school poverty index (25 percent), average MCAS rank for lOth 
graders (40 percent), student enrollment (10 percent), per pupil spending rank (10 
percent), and percent non-white students (15 percent). Four cases were randomly 
selected with equal probability from each quartile using a Microsoft Excel calculator. 
The cases were reviewed by the doctoral committee content expert to ensure cases 
presented sufficient variability for the evaluation. 
Case study recruitment was challenging. A total of 24 school districts turned 
down the opportunity to participate, alluding to the following reasons (e.g.): time 
constraints, importance of other priorities such as a school building project, or concern 
about confidentiality. After a selected school district declined the invitation, the student 
moved on to the next randomly selected district on the list. Superintendents in the final 
four school districts approved the request to conduct research in their respective districts 
and identified a set of stakeholders for the student to contact for interview. The student 
reached out to the chief of police and the local parent-teacher organization for permission 
to conduct interviews. 
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Questions 
Case study questions were based on the measures presented in Table 7-1. Each case study 
focused on the process of implementation-how did each school district go about 
implementing its bullying prevention and intervention plan? Areas that were covered 
include: 
• Process for selecting the planned intervention and rationale for excluding other 
approaches 
• The roles and responsibilities of those who planned and implemented the anti-
bullying program 
• The development of anti-bullying policy and its influence on school procedures 
• Descriptions of all relevant school procedures related to preventing and 
addressing bullying when it occurs, including staff training 
• Promotional factors and barriers to implementing school policy and procedures 
around bullying 
• Influence of law enforcement, parents, and other constituents in implementing 
anti-bullying programs 
• Unique challenges in addressing bullying in the SPED population and other 
vulnerable groups 
• Surveillance and monitoring procedures on paper and in practice 
• Lessons learned from early challenges and plans to improve anti-bullying 
approach in subsequent years 
• Recommendations by the school district in ensuring bullying prevention continues 
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Field Procedures 
Archival evidence was collected, beginning with the district's bullying prevention and 
intervention plan. District websites were reviewed for materials and events relating to 
bullying in schools. Local government was contacted for town meeting warrants and 
copies school committee meeting minutes and materials for the six-month period prior to 
and following the enactment of the 2010 anti-bullying mandate. 
For this dissertation, 21 interviews were conducted by phone and notes were 
transcribed and analyzed with qualitative software. Semi-structured interviews were 
conducted via telephone interview for approximately 45 minutes . Interviewees identified 
by the superintendent were contacted in advance of interview by email, including 
stakeholders such as the superintendent or designee, school committee chair, school 
principals, a municipal leader, law enforcement staff responsible for addressing anti-
bullying in the community, one or two active parents in the community, and others that 
were identified during the field work process (see Table 7-5). Interviews used an 
interview guide (see Appendix E) developed from measures described in Table 7-1. 
The interview guide was piloted with a handful of non-case study community 
informants from Middlesex County (local to the doctoral student). Interviews included a 
consent process prior to beginning the interview, including permission to record the 
interview using a digital recorder. Interview notes were transcribed. Follow-up was 
conducted in a handful of events where notes were unclear or triangulation of various 
data sources revealed contradictions. Communities were identified in any notes. All 
information is presented in aggregate in this publication or disseminated materials. 
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TABLE 7-5 
Sample Sizes for Case Study Interviews 
Interviewee 
Superintendents and/or designee 
Principals at high school, middle/junior high 
school, and elementary schools (one per 
elementary school) 
Special Education Director 
Athletic Director 
School Committee Chair 
Law enforcement officer in charge of 
implementing law 
Parent leader from high school or 
middle/junior high school on student council 
OR suggested by PTA leader 
Municipal leaders (Chair of Town Council, 
Chair of Selectmen) 
Other community member or member of 
school staff, as identified through case study 
interviews 
Guide for the Report 
Estimated sample 
size (n) 
4 
12 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
8 
Actual sample 
size (n) 
8 
3 
1 
1 
2 
0 
1 
0 
5 
Data was analyzed by specific aim of the dissertation for themes. Triangulation was used 
to develop a broad description of activities and concepts. As needed, logic models and/or 
process maps were developed to describe in full the implementation process for a district 
compared to other districts included in the case study. Where possible, anecdotes 
reflecting a specific theme were culled out and analyzed for inclusion as a promising 
practice for sustaining efforts to reduce bullying. All data was analyzed using NVivo 
software. Two-person coding was utilized as described in the analysis section at the end 
of this chapter. All data was summarized into a case report that will be structured in a 
linear fashion according to the RE-AlM framework. 
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Analysis 
Qualitative Analysis 
Open-ended comments were used to deepen understanding of anti-bullying programming 
across the various stakeholder groups. The study used an explanation-building analytic 
strategy. In making cross-stakeholder comparisons, the study followed Denzin's 
interpretive synthesis approach (Denzin and Lincoln 2000) of collecting multiple 
instances and inspecting them for essential elements as opposed to Yin's replication 
strategy of developing a theory (Yin 1994) by studying one instance in depth and then 
successively testing it in other sites. Consistent with Miles and Huberman's guidelines 
for comparative case studies, the doctoral student worked to understand each stakeholder 
perspective before proceeding to cross-stakeholder explanations, and then cycled back 
and forth between analytic strategies aimed at understanding the effect of key variables 
(Miles, M.B. and Huberman 1994). The analytic process began by coding and sorting the 
open-ended survey responses into descriptive meta-matrices using NVivo qualitative 
software. Notes were coded for themes and interactions by two coders (the doctoral 
student and an analyst volunteer who worked in the Department of Applied Research and 
Evaluation from the National Initiative for Children' s Healthcare Quality). 
Through discussion of the coding strategy, the coders identified key factors in 
addressing the evaluation questions and relationships among them. Inter-rater reliability 
was assessed by calculating Cohen's Kappa based on a sample of four interviews. The 
coders discussed their rationale for the code assigned for areas of disagreement and 
decided on the appropriate code. The coders reviewed another three interviews and then 
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reassessed the agreement. The coding system was then revised and qualitative data was 
re-coded using the new system. Themes and key factors were culled out and quantified 
using NVivo. Key factors and themes were synthesized and compared across stakeholder 
groups. All findings were summarized in tables and in narrative descriptions organized 
by theme. 
Quantitative Analysis 
Data cleaning and statistical analysis of close-ended questions was conducted using SAS 
software (Cary, NC). Survey data was downloaded from CVENT into Microsoft Excel. 
The distributional properties of all study variables, which are all categorical, were 
assessed by calculating frequencies(%). All survey items were checked for out-of-range 
values, high percentages of missing data, and other anomalies. In cases where 
comparison for a categorical variable was appropriate, the lowest value response given by 
the respondent group was included in the analysis. 
Chi-square analyses were used to assess significant differences in bivariate 
categorical data (i.e., respondent type, school size, geographic location, etc.). This 
research is too preliminary to support the development of a theoretic basis for 
multivariate analysis of independent predictors of outcomes. Chapter 9 will present the 
bivariate results from the survey. 
Human Subjects Protection 
Data collection conducted for this dissertation was approved by the Boston University 
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Medical Campus Institutional Review Board (Principal Investigator: Judith Bernstein, 
Protocol# H-31978). The study protocol complied with the Guidelines for the Conduct 
of Research Involving Human Subjects at the National Institutes of Health. 
Potential Risks 
The dissertation research involved minimal risk to participants. The doctoral student did 
not foresee many risks to most of the participants in any component of the study apart 
from the material disadvantage of time and effort that participants needed to devote to 
answer questions in their survey. The survey invitation informed participants of the 
potential discomfort they may experience as a result of inconvenience (i.e., sharing the 
duration of the survey). The doctoral student informed them that they can avoid this risk 
by not participating in the study in the email sent to them with the survey link and again 
on the welcome page of the survey. 
To minimize the potential risks due to breach of confidentiality (e.g., employment 
issues), participants were assured ofthe following safeguards: 
• The survey being directly returned by the participant to the research team at 
Boston University electronically using a secure system 
• Survey data will only be downloaded using IP address as a response identifier and 
not the participant's name 
• Data on geography and respondents' role (e.g., Superintendent) will be 
downloaded from CVENT as numerical values and not string data to prevent 
identification of respondents in the event of a data security breach 
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• The data are protected by an electronic password, and only the doctoral student 
has the password to access these data (recorded in a place separate from the data) 
• No managers or supervisors will be able to see either the completed survey or data 
itself as the doctoral student will not share it with them 
• Answers given by participants will be aggregated, making it impossible to know 
any individual's answers 
Potential Benefits 
There were no known direct benefits to the individual participants for being in the study. 
However, the institutions from which subjects are drawn have the opportunity to benefit 
from the feedback from the dissertation findings in the design and future planning of anti-
bullying programs. The results of this study present new ideas about implementing anti-
bullying programs in schools. Findings have been disseminated in public forums to 
policymakers, school administrators, and others to inform the translation of research on 
public health approaches to anti-bullying into practice. 
The risks to participants in the survey were primarily ones of inconvenience, and 
thus were minimal. Participants were informed of this potential risk and given the option 
not to participate or to stop participation at any time. The benefits to society are 
potentially great as we more about how to implement anti-bullying mechanisms 
effectively across diverse school-based settings. The risk of inconvenience is small and is 
outweighed by the societal benefit of improving anti-bullying legislation and subsequent 
implementation of programming for the prevention ofbullying. 
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Data Security 
All data was stored on a password-protected, dedicated virtual server. Survey data was 
not be accessible to other CVENT users or National Initiative for Children's Healthcare 
Quality employees prior to being downloaded. Qualitative data was scrubbed for 
personal, identifying information prior to being analyzed by the second coder. The 
doctoral student and second coder were certified for completing human subjects training 
per the Guidelines for the Conduct of Research Involving Human Subjects at the National 
Institutes of Health. Data analysis occurred only on password-protected computers. Hard 
copy data was stored in a locked file cabinet to which only the doctoral student has 
access. 
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CHAPTER 8: DISSEMINATION STRATEGY 
Overview 
One of the major goals ofthis dissertation is to develop data that informs practice within 
the context of ongoing implementation of anti-bullying programming in Massachusetts 
public schools. The dissertation aims to disseminate lessons from its evaluation to those 
stakeholders actively engaged in school-based anti-bullying efforts by developing 
specific products (e.g., factsheets, pamphlets) and capitalizing on multiple vehicles of 
distribution (e.g., in-person distribution to legislators, website). This chapter describes 
the three products that will be developed from this evaluation: 1) a policy brief, and 2) a 
monograph describing the four case studies, and 3) a web-site for dissemination of study 
findings and other important materials relevant to Massachusetts anti-bullying efforts. 
Dissemination Products 
Policy Brief 
There is very little empirical evidence available on the early implementation of school-
based anti-bullying programs that were implemented following Massachusetts' mandate 
in 2010. Information about these early experiences may be particularly valuable in 
understanding whether the law is supporting core public health functions, and if not, 
elucidate potential areas for improvement in the law. Further, any evidence of promising 
practices supporting the sustainability of anti-bullying programming in the future 
potentially would help school districts struggling to implement feasible and efficacious 
programs. 
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Information collected by the dissertation informs a set of recommendations to 
improve the 2010 anti-bullying mandate. The survey results provides policy level 
insights about the true burden of the mandate on schools in its first year of 
implementation, its perceived return on investment by school administrators, 
policymakers, law enforcement, and parents, and recommendations for improved 
implementation, surveillance, and evaluation of the anti-bullying law. Recommendations 
include suggestions for clarifying definitions of bullying and cyber-bullying, 
specification of a state funding mechanism for mandated professional development and 
training of school personnel, changes to special education regulation around anti-bullying 
requirements, amending the law for improved protections specific to enumerated 
populations, and proposals for regular surveillance and reporting of bullying incidents to 
the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. Recommendations have been 
vetted with the doctoral student's committee expert, Dr. Troughton, and refined based on 
additional feedback from stakeholders from the case study communities. 
The policy brief (Chapter 13) consists of a brief memorandum (3 pages) 
presenting key fmdings and recommendations targeting state legislators. The dissertation 
also presents key findings in a Powerpoint slide-deck. Post-publication of the 
dissertation, the doctoral student disseminated findings to State House Representatives 
and Senators, the Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents, the 
Massachusetts Association of School Committees, the Massachusetts Chiefs of Police 
Association, and the Massachusetts Parent Teacher Association. The doctoral student 
drafted a 500 word opinion editorial (Chapter 14) describing recommendations for 
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improved anti-bullying legislation and submitted it to mainstream and local media for the 
purpose of publication. 
Case Study Monograph 
The stories captured through the case study provide a rich description of the early 
experiences of four diverse Massachusetts school districts. The dissertation produces a 
case study monograph (Chapter 15) presenting a confidential summary offmdings across 
all four districts, noting differences between districts. The monograph includes: 
• Overview of Massachusetts anti-bullying law and provisions 
• Summary of the evaluation approach 
• Brief description of the school district and communities served (e.g., geography, 
demographics, student enrollment and academic statistics, .etc.) 
• Anti-bullying programming description 
• Key partnerships in the prevention of bullying 
• Promising practices and lessons learned 
• Sustaining anti-bullying efforts 
• Links to professional organizations that partnered in the study with descriptions of 
their organizations (MASS, MASC, and MCOP A) 
Where possible, callout boxes were used to call attention to specific examples of lessons 
learned across the four case studies. Each community appointed a designated 
representative to review the monograph before it was published and disseminated. The 
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case study monograph is available via web-based dissemination (see next section) as well 
as sent to each contributing community for distribution. 
Web-based Dissemination 
The dissertation yields important early evidence of anti-bullying programming in 
Massachusetts. Data from the survey and case studies are of interest to many 
stakeholders, including but not limited to school administrators, policymakers, school 
personnel, parents, students, and community members. The doctoral student developed 
and produced a web-site (www.bullyingstudy.com) that includes evaluation data and 
important anti-bullying resources. The web-site is organized as mapped in Table 8-1 (see 
next page). 
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TABLE 8-1 
Website Map by Page and Content 
Page Features/Content Specific product developed for 
dissertation 
Homepage Blog "snippets" featuring abbreviated All links will be live and 
About 
Survey 
Case 
Studies 
Blog 
content from current stories about prominently displayed 
bullying and prevention activities locally, The rotating images will be 
across the state, and nationally populated with 4 charts 
Quick links to important state anti- displaying important findings 
bullying resources/agencies and from the project 
organizations: 
2010 law 
Attorney General ' s office 
Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education 
MASS, MASC, MCOPA, MPTA 
A rotating image showing graphs with 
data from the evaluation 
Description of the evaluation project 
Methods summary 
Summary of available products 
Description of the survey approach and 
methods 
Descriptions of each partnering 
organization 
Description of the case study approach 
and methods 
Case study 1-4 (each will have their own 
page, plus a landing page) 
Content from current stories about 
bullying and prevention activities locally, 
across the state, and nationally 
Specific articles on cyber-bullying will be 
highlighted 
Narrative description will be 
developed and displayed on the 
website 
Narrative description will be 
developed and displayed on the 
website 
Survey results will be available 
in tables 
Factsheets customized for four 
audiences will be available for 
download (school administrators, 
school committee members, law 
enforcement, parents) 
Narrative description will be 
developed and displayed on the 
website 
Case studies will be presented as 
individual pages with links to the 
monograph 
The website will be populated 
with at least 5 blog stories when 
launched 
Page 
Important 
Links 
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Website Map by Page and Content 
Features/Content Specific product developed for 
dissertation 
Massachusetts school-based bullying Organized catalogue of resources 
resources related to the law 
Agencies and organizations in 
Massachusetts charged with bullying 
prevention 
National agencies and 
organizations/campaigns focused on 
bullying prevention 
Bullying statistics 
Bullying research on cyber-bullying 
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CHAPTER 9: SURVEY RESULTS 
This chapter presents analyses from the survey of superintendents, school committee 
members, law enforcement leaders, and parents. As described in Chapter 6, this survey 
elicited respondents ' perspectives about the passage and implementation of the 
Massachusetts anti-bullying law. After describing the response and analytic samples, this 
chapter presents descriptive statistics for the dependent variables of interest and the 
independent variables stratified by respondent group (e.g., superintendents, etc.) where 
relevant to the specific aim under study. Bivariate and logistic regression analyses are 
also reported. Analysis of qualitative data obtained via open-ended questions is described 
in relation to the quantitative results. The chapter concludes with a summary of survey 
findings. 
Response Sample 
Sample recruitment procedures 
Fielding of the survey was conducted in phases by stakeholder group, beginning in July 
2013. The fielding start date for each group was staggered by three-week intervals and 
sequenced as follows : school committee members, chiefs of police, parents, and 
superintendents. The survey was closed in September 2013. 
The Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC) sent out the 
survey invitation, which included a hyperlink to the survey in July 2013 via their email 
distribution system. The message came from the email account of the MASC coordinator. 
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The MASC initially sent the survey invitation request to 264 13 cunent school committee 
chairs; however, considering the high turnover rate of chairmanship and an initial low 
response rate (3%), the researcher asked MASC to distribute the invitation to all sitting 
school committee members with an email address (n=1,978 as of May 1, 2013). The 
MASC Executive Director emailed all school committee members with a revised 
invitation to take the survey. In addition, the researcher emailed the survey invitation and 
link to the survey to the MASC email distribution listserve (mascinfo@lists.masc.org). 
Three weeks following the re-issued invitation, the Executive Director of MASC sent out 
an electronic reminder to all school committee members about the survey, and the 
researcher sent out 286 individual emails to each school committee asking for their 
participation in the survey. 
The Massachusetts Chiefs of Police Association invited their membership, which 
includes 351 chiefs of police, to take the survey in July 2013. They were also invited to 
delegate it to their school resource officer. The MCOPA reminded their membership 
about the survey three weeks following the initial request. No additional follow up was 
conducted. 
The Massachusetts Parent-Teacher Association did not respond to the researcher's 
request to distribute the survey invitation to its membership. This may be explained in 
part by the association's lack of formal relationship with the many parent-teacher 
13 There are a total of 286 school committees in Massachusetts; however, not all school 
committee members affiliate with MASC or have an email address. MASC estimated that about 8 
to 10 percent school committee members do not have an email address. There are more school 
committees than school districts because some regional school districts have multiple school 
committees (e.g., town-level and regional-level committees). 
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organizations in Massachusetts. The researcher compiled a list of all parent-teacher 
organizations in Massachusetts with a publicly available email address and sent 230 
parent-teacher organizations an individualized survey invitation request via email in late 
July 2013 . Invitations were distributed over a period of two weeks. Reminders were sent 
out three weeks after the initial request was made. Two parent-teacher organizations from 
two large, urban school districts responded that they had posted the survey link to their 
parent email list serves. 
The Massachusetts Association of Superintendents (MASS) recommended that 
the survey be distributed by the chairs of their roundtable groups. However, this strategy 
yielded almost no surveys. In mid-August, a member of the researcher's doctoral 
committee who is a former superintendent made personal appeals via email to each 
roundtable chair. This strategy had almost no effect on response, and it was unclear 
whether roundtable chairs had provided their group of superintendents with access to the 
survey. In early September, the researcher sent individual emails to every Superintendent 
(n=273) listed in the MASS membership directory. This recruitment strategy was 
immediately effective and the survey was closed on September 18.0nly a handful of 
respondents emailed the researcher for help with technical problems in accessing or 
navigating the survey because of not remembering the password or not seeing the 
password in the survey invitation. 
Response rates 
A total of618 stakeholders responded to the web-based survey, including 320 school 
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committee members, 147 parents, 49 law enforcement leaders or their designee, 97 
superintendents or their designee, and five individuals who chose not to identify their 
roles. Superintendent and school committee member respondents represented 273 
Massachusetts public school districts ( 68% of public school districts 14 statewide), 
including vocational and agricultural technical schools. 
The response rates differed across the four targeted populations. In the case of 
school committee members, the 16 percent response rate exceeded expectations given the 
quality of the MASC-provided contact information and the timing of the survey (i.e., 
during peak vacation time). The response rate of the chiefs of police (14%) was low but 
not surprising given their legally narrower role in implementing the anti-bullying 
mandate. It is also possible that chiefs of police did not believe they had the direct 
knowledge to respond to questions about school-based bullying, and chose not to forward 
the survey to their school resource officer (or did not have a school resource officer). 
The response rate by parents is harder to approximate because of the snowball 
methodology used to recruit respondents. Parents from 72 cities or towns responded to 
the survey, and 90 percent of those responses came from cities or towns with the parent-
teacher organizations invited to participate in the survey. The time of year (summer 
vacation), the fragmentation of parent-teacher organizations across the state, and the high 
degree of variability in leadership of these groups may explain the limited response from 
parents. A handful of parent-teacher organizations (n=3) declined the email invitation to 
distribute the survey to their members, citing the time of year or other priorities, such as 
14 According to the DESE, there were 403 public school districts operating during the 2012-2013 
school year. 
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preparing for school opening. 
The superintendent response (36%) is higher than predicted considering given the 
controversial nature of the survey topic. Guidance about the initial survey fielding 
strategy from retired superintendents was based on the assumption that many 
superintendents would decline to describe their efforts due to the compulsory nature of 
the anti-bullying law and the perceived consequences of non-compliance. Several 
superintendents wrote to the researcher and indicated they had taken the survey but did 
not want their school district named in the results. It is also very likely that 
superintendents' busy schedules, especially during the months before and during school 
opening, contributed to response rate. Superintendents were also faced with a number of 
new initiatives at the time of survey distribution, including the implementation of the new 
educator evaluation system, background checks for staff, and piloting a new standardized 
test. There are also several superintendent vacancies in Massachusetts districts, and 
interim or new superintendents would not have at least a year of service in their current 
district to be eligible to complete the survey (even ifthey had served as superintendents 
for more than one year elsewhere). Among those superintendents who responded to the 
survey, many included in their final comments that they considered the topic of bullying 
to be important and requested access to survey results. 
Descriptive Characteristics of the Analytic Sample 
Among survey respondents, 268 school committee members, 145 parents, 49 law 
enforcement leaders or their designee, 82 superintendents or their designee indicated they 
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had at least one year of service in their school district, city, or town (n=545) and were 
included in the analytic sample. (Automated survey logic skipped to the thank you screen 
of the smvey for respondents who answered they had less than one year of service in their 
role or residence in their community.) The remainder of results presented in this chapter 
was calculated on the basis of all responses given to a particular question, and not every 
respondent included in the analytic sample responded to all questions. 
Respondents were asked to describe their duration in the community or school 
district, gender, and age by selecting a pre-defmed category. Table 8-1 presents the 
frequencies and percentages of the demographic characteristics of the analytic sample by 
role. A majority of survey respondents were female (54.5%) and age 41 or older (86.4%). 
Superintendents and law enforcement leader respondents were statistically more 
likely to be male, whereas parent respondents were more likely to be female. The 
majority of superintendents indicated they had served in their role for one to five years 
(44.3%). Among school committee members (n=257), 20 percent reported they were 
current chairs of their committees (data not shown). 
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TABLE 9-1 
Respondent Characteristics 
All Roles Superintendents School Law Parents 
Committee Enforcement 
n=545 n=82 (15.0%) n=268 n=49 (9.0%) n=146 
(49.2%) (26.8%) 
n % n % n 0/o n % n o;o 
Gender*** 
Female 223 54.5 23 36.5 104 52.8 1 3.0 95 81.9 
Male 186 45.5 40 63.5 93 47.2 32 97.0 21 18.1 
Age in years*** 
18-25 1 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 
26-30 2 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.9 
31-35 12 2.9 0 0.0 2 1.0 2 5.9 8 6.8 
36-40 41 10.0 0 0.0 10 5.1 4 11.8 27 23.1 
41-45 70 17.0 8 12.7 27 13.7 10 29.4 25 21.4 
46-50 91 22.1 10 15.9 36 18.3 11 32.4 34 29.1 
51-55 67 16.3 10 15.9 38 19.3 4 11.8 15 12.8 
56-60 46 11.2 12 19.0 25 12.7 3 8.8 6 5.1 
61+ 81 19.71 23 36.5 57 28.9 0 0.0 1 0.9 
Time in role*** 
1-5 years 239 44.3 45 54.9 169 64.0 4 8.2 21 14.6 
6-10 years 117 21.7 26 31.7 57 21.6 7 14.3 27 18.8 
10 years+ 183 34.0 11 13.4 38 14.4 38 77.6 96 66.7 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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Awareness and Support for the Mandate 
Almost all (93.4%) of respondents indicated they were aware of the anti-bullying 
mandate, and among those aware of the law, 81.7 percent (n=367) supported the law 
against bullying in Massachusetts (Table 9-2). Superintendents and law enforcement 
leaders were more likely to support the law than all other respondents. 
Rationale for supporting the law 
Respondents primarily support the anti-bullying law because of their perception that 
bullying is a significant issue in schools that goes unaddressed by adults. Among the 307 
respondents who described their rationale for supporting the law, over 80% (n=252) 
support the law because of their belief in the law as a mechanism for promoting 
awareness about the seriousness of bullying to both adults and students and as a way to 
hold adults (both parents and school personnel) accountable for protecting children from 
bullying and its effects. This perspective is evident in these exemplary comments from 
respondent supporters of the law: 
• "I support the law against bullying in Massachusetts because I believe 
strongly that we have a shared responsibility to protect children from behavior 
that places them at risk for emotional as well as physical harm." 
• "I support the law because it is a necessary requirement in terms of holding 
schools accountable for suitable action." 
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TABLE 9-2 
Awareness and support for the law against bullying in Massachusetts schools 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
Committee Enforcement 
n=82 (15 .0%) n=268 (49.2%) n=49 (9.0%) n= 146 (26.8%) 
n 0/o n % n % n % 
Aware of the law*** 
Aware 72 100.0 236 98.7 41 97.6 105 79.0 
Not aware 0 0.0 3 1.26 1 2.4 28 21.1 
Support of the law*** 
Supports 62 87.3 183 78.5 39 95 .1 83 79.8 
Does not 8 11.3 23 9.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 
support 
Do not know 1 1.4 27 11 .6 2 4.9 21 20.2 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<O.Ol , ***p<0.001 
• "Having the law is the best way to make this situation known and 
appropriately dealt with in the schools. Too often this situation is overlooked 
as "children being children" or one child just being wimpy and not standing 
up for themselves. Children need adults to control bullying. It does not just go 
away by itself. It causes lasting harm to the child who is bullied." 
Some respondents described their support for the law as being derived from their 
belief that anti-bullying laws prevent bullying from resulting in a serious consequence, 
particularly when technology has extended the school day into the home: 
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• "I think bullying by one person or a group of people against another person is 
wrong in any situation, but especially when it takes place with children. As a 
society we need to do whatever we can to stop bullying from escalating with 
youth. Having laws on the books that address the situation ofbullying is 
beneficial." 
• "I support it because it calls attention to an age old problem that cannot simply 
be ignored or enforced without some other mechanism in place. Not that the 
law should be enforced arbitrarily or without due progression of discipline, 
but can be useful in extreme cases where other methods of intervention are not 
working. With a tech savvy generation, these kids cannot get away from the 
bullying and [it] has a serious effect on victimization. Even to the point of 
suicide! There needs to be attention on this problem and it needs to be swift 
and meaningful. Bullying will not stop, it is part of human nature, but it can 
be dealt with." 
Other respondents reported they support the anti-bullying law to ensure schools 
have sufficient tools to protect students from being bullied. Several respondents, 
particularly superintendents and school committee members, described the law as a basis 
for action that previously (before the law) had been made challenging due to push-back 
from parents, teachers, and staff regarding children being labeled as bullies for non-
physically violent behaviors. 
• "In order to stop bullying, detailed forms of consequences have to be available 
to staff and districts to have legal ways of controlling and enforcing bullying 
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acts. Before the law, teachers and staff were not permitted, encouraged or 
empowered to act when they knew of or witnessed a bullying act." 
• "School personnel have often turned a blind eye to bullying either because 
they don't believe they can do anything to change students' behavior or 
because they do not have the support and resources to help them put an end to 
it. Anti-bullying laws help to bring the focus on victims and increase 
awareness of helpful strategies for dealing with bullying." 
• "The law enables the school to enforce and discipline non violent bullying. 
The law provides a procedure for schools to follow, and obligates them to 
enforce bullying." 
Although very few respondents mentioned the punitive aspect of the law as a 
driver of their support, it is important to note that some respondents were confused about 
the level of criminality the law applies to bullying. For example, one respondent 
supported "the need to protect our children and to view [bullying] as a criminal offense. 
The problem is at what point does it rise to a criminal offense? I am also concerned that 
the term [criminal offense] is loosely used and not well understood by families or staff." 
Rationale for not supporting the law 
Respondents who did not support the law described their rationale as a belief that laws do 
not change behavior. In particular respondents who did not support the law described the 
importance of culture, rather than legal repercussions, in driving behavioral change. 
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• "1 do not support the law because it takes common sense out of the equation. The 
professionals working within the schools should be trained in recognizing and 
resolving conflicts and building the self esteem of all students. All human 
conflicts have a bullying component and it's up to the professionals working with 
our students to train them on how to deal with it." 
• "Laws only reduce human behavior to a certain degree based on what society 
accepts as being forbidden. ln my opinion human behavior involving bullying 
does not stop or become reduced empirically because of laws or policies 
governing them. The policies and laws only help with the process of intervention, 
and progressive discipline against the actor. It also provides a mechanism to 
service and support victimization." 
Other respondents' lack of support was driven by a perception of the law as an 
over-reaction to a handful of extreme cases of bullying sensationalized by the media to 
make the serious consequences of bullying appear prevalent (n=l2). The unfunded nature 
ofthe law also drove lack of support for the law among some respondents (n= l4). 
• "All of a sudden everyone is bullied. It was a knee jerk reaction to a terrible 
situation. It has opened up communities for multiple law suits." 
• "I do not feel it needed legislative action. It was a reaction to the South Hadley 
tragedy. Schools were already doing a good job and now parents label every 
negative interaction as bullying and get upset with us when we say it is not 
bullying but a negative interaction best dealt with through the discipline policy. 
90% of our bullying investigations show no bullying, but require some discipline. 
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I am very wary of legislators prescribing specific labels and actions for educators. 
This is best left to the regulatory power of the DES E. It is also an unfunded 
mandate with professional development and curriculum mandates that are 
unfunded." 
Agreement with the Legal Definitions of Bullying and Cyber-bullying 
Respondents overwhelmingly indicated agreement with the way the law defines bullying 
(90.7%) and cyber-bullying (93 .6%) (Table 9-3) . Agreement with the legal definitions of 
bullying and cyber-bullying was not statistically different by role. Respondents who 
provided a reason for their level of agreement with the legal definition of bullying 
(n=306) and agreed with the definition of bullying (n=269) did so primarily because the 
legal defmition is comprehensive, addressing both the hallmarks of the academic 
definition ofbullying (e.g., intent to harm, power imbalance, and repetition) and the 
impact ofbullying on the target and the broader school environment: 
• "It identifies the perception of the victim, the harm it causes, the environment 
it creates and the learning it diminishes for the victim." 
• "It defines bullying so that there is no confusion with two individuals having a 
single event verbal argument or fight. The law includes emotional not mere 
physical, and includes the targets property for harm. The law also defines the 
targets feeling, emotional, or outlook for attending school, and the effect on 
the educational process for him due to the bullying." 
• "The law is very clear that there are a lot of other ways to do damage to a 
target other than physical harm and puts equal importance on 
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mental/emotional harm." 
Other respondents were very focused in their agreement with specific aspects of 
the definition, such as the inclusion of repetition as a component ofbullying or intent to 
harm. 
• "Repeated over time is key." 
• "It requires the repeated incidents of bullying. It is not just one instance of a 
conflict." 
• "It is specific (i-iv). It defines that behavior as "repeated" so kids who 
occasionally use poor judgment (unkind words or acts) are not going to be 
targeted as bullies." 
TABLE 9-3 
Agreement with anti-bullying legal definitions 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
Committee Enforcement 
n=82 (15.0%) n=268 (49.2%) n=49 (9.0%) n=146 (26.8%) 
n % n % n % n % 
Legal definition of bullyingNs 
Agree 65 90.3 191 88.8 36 97.3 88 92.6 
Disagree 7 9.7 24 11.2 1 2.7 7 7.4 
Legal definition of cyber-bullyingNs 
Agree 65 91.6 191 91.8 37 100.0 89 96.7 
Disagree 6 8.4 17 8.2 0 0.0 3 3.3 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<O.Ol, ***p<O.OOl 
143 
Broadening the legal definition to cover cyber-bullying was also a determinant of 
agreement with the overall definition of bullying: "It now includes the electronic piece 
which wasn't in there before, which seems to be 2/3 of the problem at this time." Among 
those who provided a rationale for their level of agreement with the definition of cyber-
bullying (n=272) and expressed agreement with it (n=249), most respondents cited their 
perspective of its comprehensiveness as the main driver of their agreement (n=87). 
• "The legal wording encompasses all forms of cyber-bullying." 
• "It is broad enough to allow for new technologies that are not thought of yet." 
• "If you are going to include cyber bullying, which should be included, then it 
needs to be broad given all the different means of utilizing the internet to 
communicate and intimidate." 
Similar to the feedback received about the bullying definition, respondents agreed 
with the specificity of the cyber-bullying definition (n=24). "It's specific, it's inclusive of 
many forms of media, and separates the bullying through technology v. other forms of 
bullying." 
Areas for improvement of the legal definitions of bullying and cyber-bullying 
Respondents disagreed with a few aspects of the legal definitions of bullying and cyber-
bullying. The repetition component in particular was identified as confusing and/or 
problematic to several respondents (n=45). Respondents raised many questions about 
what repetition means and often commented with questions to help clarify the definition 
of repetition. For example, one respondent said, "[The law] doesn't make clear what 
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repetition means. Does that mean two times in a row? How many times does it have to 
happen to make it bullying and not an incident. Does it have to be the same student doing 
the bullying or can it be different students repeating the same name calling?" Another 
respondent questioned what repetition means in an electronic context: "If bullying is 
defined by its repetitive nature, does creating a web page that mocks someone constitute 
as repetitive? Overall, this definition seems inclusive of cyber-bullying activities, but 
with the nature of technology it could be obsolete in a month or year. " 
Other respondents were very specific in their critique of the repetition element in 
the bullying definition (n=68). Several respondents disagreed with the inclusion of 
repetition in the bullying definition, making the case that a one-time action with intent to 
harm a child with less power may raise the behavior to the level of bullying: 
• "I don't think repetition should be an element. One injurious event (physical or 
psychological) is enough to cause damage." 
• "I do not believe that bullying needs to be "repeated" - I fully believe that 
bullying can happen just once." 
Other respondents were concerned that the repetitive element was too limited in scope to 
cover all bullying, such as the potential for an aggressor to repeat the same behavior to 
multiple targets (n=17): 
• "I don't think it should say "repeated" to the target. I think there are also people 
that do it repeatedly to different people, possibly to avoid being caught." 
145 
• "I find it a little vague. A repeated act could be against several different students 
by one or more students, and never the same student twice. I would consider that 
bullying as well." 
Another critique of the legal bullying definition raised by respondents was its 
potential duplication of other laws and potential for challenge in court. "Previous laws 
address civil rights violations and needn't be duplicated. I feel the article may invite 
litigation against the district where an egregious incident has occurred." A handful of 
respondents also were critical of the definition's focus on bullies and their targets, not 
bystanders. "I agree with the definition but not convinced that it goes far enough ... [The 
law] targets the bully but not the bystanders. Focus on one individual ... the bully alone 
will not eradicate school bullying." 
Respondents raised several issues about the cyber-bullying definition. One issue 
mentioned was a lack of distinction made between electronic content and technological 
means of communicating electronic content in defining online bullying. While the mode 
of transmitting content that could be considered bullying was clear to most respondents, 
the type of content (e.g., types pictures, specific words) that could be considered bullying 
was less clear. Respondents also reported concern about the potential for confusing 
opinionated discussion with bullying. 
• "In an effort to include every imaginable mechanism of transmission of 
information, it misses the spirit of the needed content." 
• "Defmition is very broad and could include any use of a blog that 
someone finds to be offensive. Many online forums could fit this 
146 
definition yet they are not listed as bullying, rather are viewed as the 
expression of a difference of opinion." 
Other respondents raised the issue of intent in an anonymous context (n=9). "The 
question often comes up of who actually sent the communication. Did someone else hack 
another's account and send the message. Is it bullying if the communication was intended 
to be sent to one person and that person then forwarded the message to a list or posted it 
somewhere. There are gray areas, as with all laws, most of this will likely be sorted out 
by court decisions." The definition also calls into question an individual's freedom of 
speech from the perspective of a handful of respondents (n=4). "In general I agree with 
the law but it does create an interesting discussion on freedom of speech." 
Finally, while most respondents agreed with the cyber-bullying definition for its 
breadth in covering the types of electronic communications, others also expressed 
concern about the definition not being broad enough to include all forms of social media 
and technology in the future (n=18). 
• "It does not include other forms of social media, i.e., Facebook and 
twitter." 
• "Does not deal with texting." 
• "It seems to me that the law should be written much more broadly, to 
cover technology that could come into play within the next few years too." 
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Recommendations to improve the legal definitions of bullying and cyber-bullying 
Respondents recommended specific amendments to the legal definitions ofbullying and 
cyber-bullying. In addition to finding a resolution to debate about the inclusion of 
repetition in the definition, respondents suggested other changes included expanding the 
definition to include adults, being more specific about what constitutes harm, broaden the 
cyber-bullying definition, and specify the type of online content that constitutes bullying. 
Expand the definition to apply to adults, not just students. Some respondents 
commented that it is important to hold adults accountable for bullying students, not just 
students bullying students (n=34). 15 
• "I think a lot of care and effort was used in crafting this definition. I think that 
terminology should be added to note that students can be bullied by any 
individual, not just students. My daughter has twice reported teachers for bad 
behavior towards individual students." 
• "I am happy to learn of the July 1, 2013 update including adults. I hope the 
specific text is clear that this includes 'adults to adults,' as well as 'adults to 
students' and 'students to adults.' The stereo typical coach or drama teachers 
who constantly 'pick on that one kid'; and adults belittling each other on 
school property should be covered by this law and clearly not allowed. School 
leaders should all set examples all the time, or face consequences." 
• "The only thing I would add is that this behavior can also be between a 
student and teacher or administrator and teacher or admin and student. My 
15 In July 2013 , the Massachusetts State Legislature amended the anti-bullying law to include 
adults as potential aggressors and targets of bullying. 
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child was bullied relentlessly by her fifth grade teacher about her medical 
condition. The teacher made fun of it repeatedly to the class." 
Specify what constitutes "harm." Some respondents were confused by the term 
"harm" and/or did not believe the law went far enough in defining it (n=ll). 
• "I would add with the intent to influence, manipulate, or control the target or 
victim." 
• "I agree but there needs to be something about threatening, and name calling, 
etc., creating an uncomfortable situation for a student to go to school." 
• "What is "emotional harm" or "reasonable fear"? All these terms are open to 
interpretation and allow third party individuals to manipulate them to their 
advantage." 
Broaden the cyber-bullying definition. Respondents recommended the law be 
expanded to include social networking technologies (n=l3). 
• "I would write in the inclusion of cell phones and text messages and social 
media." 
• I would include the words "social media" in the last sentence ... "Cyber-
bullying shall also include (i) the use of social media, the creation ... " 
While some respondents felt the definition was written to be flexible enough for future 
technology, others did not and recommended changes to the definition be made to 
account for changes in the future (n=37). 
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• "Allow ambiguity enough for advancement ofteclmology to be covered. If 
this law was written in 1967, who, but Star Trek would have thought of a non-
wired communication device (a cell-phone)?" 
• "I would like to see some wording that would allow some expansion of the 
law as technology changes and evolves." 
Specify the type of online content that constitutes bullying. Respondents 
requested more clarity and examples of online bullying content. "The (i) should say 
creation of virtual content such as but not limited to websites, blogs, discussion posts, 
chats, multimedia like video/audio/podcasts, etc. OR it should just say virtual content and 
define what that is later." 
Understanding of legal components ofthe anti-bullying law 
Respondents indicated they were familiar with the requirements of the mandate (82.4%) 
(Table 9-4). Superintendents had the highest level of recognition of the legal provisions 
of the mandate whereas parents had the lowest level. A small minority of school 
committee members was not familiar with the requirement for schools to adopt a school 
district policy on bullying in schools (29.9%). About one in four (29.5% of) respondents 
recognized the requirement to adopt a specialized curriculum for students with special 
education needs, including 59.8 percent of superintendents. 
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TABLE 9-4 
Familiarity with and recognition of specific legal requirements 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
Committee Enforcement 
n=82 (15 .0%) n=268 (49.2%) n=49 (9.0%) n=146 (26.8%) 
n % n % n % n 0/o 
Familiarity with the requirements*** 
Familiar 71 100.0 193 91.9 33 94.3 41 43.6 
0 0.0 17 8.1 2 5.7 53 56.4 
Unfamiliar 
Requirement for the state to publish guidelines and sample policies for schools*** 
Yes 65 79.3 153 57.1 27 55.1 34 23.3 
No 17 20.7 115 42.9 22 44.9 112 76.7 
Requirement for every school to have a bullying prevention plan*** 
Yes 70 85.4 179 66.8 32 65.3 38 26.0 
No 12 14.6 89 33.2 17 34.7 108 74.0 
Mandated teachers/staff reporting of bullying to the principal or another 
administrator*** 
Yes 67 81.7 182 67.9 30 61.2 37 25.3 
No 15 18.3 86 32.1 19 38.8 109 74.7 
Mandated prevention and intervention training for staff and students in every 
grade*** 
Yes 70 85.4 142 53.0 26 53 .1 32 21.9 
No 12 14.6 126 47.0 23 46.9 114 78.1 
Specialized curriculum for students with special education needs*** 
Yes 49 59.8 71 26.5 18 36.7 23 15.8 
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No 33 40.2 197 73.5 31 63.3 123 84.3 
Requirement for schools to adopt a school district policy on bullying in schools*** 
Yes 69 84.2 188 70.2 32 65.3 39 26.7 
No 13 15.9 80 29.9 17 34.7 107 73.3 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
Perceived Effectiveness of the Anti-bullying Law 
Respondents had mixed opinions about whether the law had reduced school-based 
bullying in their communities. Almost a third (31.1%) of respondents reported they did 
not know whether bullying in schools was reduced (Table 9-5). Among those who 
reported their perception, about half ( 4 7.5%) thought the law had reduced bullying "a 
little." Parents (21.1%) were more likely to report that the mandate had "not at all" 
reduced bullying compared to other respondents. 
Among respondents who commented on why the law has reduced bullying 
(n=223), most described an increased awareness and accountability among communities, 
including students, administrators, teachers, staff, and parents (n=76). 
• "There is greater awareness of bullying as a problem behavior and school staff 
take it more seriously than previously." 
• "Students are more aware of what boundaries that they cannot cross when 
dealing with each other." 
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TABLE 9-5 
Perception of a reduction in bullying in schools in local community 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
Committee Enforcement n=146 (26.8%) 
n=82 (15.0%) n=268 (49.2%) n=49 (9.0%) 
n % n o;o n 0/o n o;o 
Level of reduction in bullying* 
Not at all 9 12.7 24 11.6 3 8.6 20 21.1 
A little 42 59.2 97 46.9 18 51.4 37 39.0 
A lot 9 12.7 17 8.2 2 5.7 3 3.2 
I don't 11 15.5 69 33.3 12 34.3 35 36.9 
know 
Central 1.69 1.30 1.29 1.08 
tendency 
mean (1-3) 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
Other respondents reported increased intervention, supported by improved 
processes and tools to address bullying, by schools to address bullying as an important 
driver of reduced bullying in schools (n=27). However, respondents were clear that it was 
local policies and procedures that drove intervention. Many respondents (n=63) reported 
that school districts had anti-bullying policies and procedures in place prior to the law, 
which made it difficult to ascertain whether perceived reduction was due to existing 
policies and procedures or those that were revised in response to the new law. 
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• "I believe that school officials are intervening in situations that would have 
been avoided in the past." 
• "In our district I did not receive a lot of reports in regards to bullying prior to 
the law. Not saying that it did not exist, but was probably never reported. The 
law provided information to the students and the policy. This may have also 
worked as being a deterrent to the prevention, and/or practice. The tools for 
schools to act and enforce also may have created the schools to stop or prevent 
bullying from the start." 
• "I don't think the law has any impact. I think the school district's policies and 
procedures have a bigger impact at reducing bullying than the law." 
• "The schools I govern were already implementing bullying plans quite 
effectively, and engendering good discussion school-wide; ifthere has been 
any reduction, it has been because telling teachers about the new law in our 
[professional development] sessions each year makes it clear that this is not 
just a local effort, but I question whether that truly changes behavior at the 
bullying level. To suggest that the law, which otherwise merely codifies 
what some districts were doing, somehow caused that reduction is much like 
pretending that publishing the ingredients on the side of the Cheerios box is 
what makes Cheerios healthier." 
Other reasons for believing the law has not reduced bullying in schools include 
the following: too early in implementation to know whether the law has driven changes in 
bullying levels (n=8), lack of shift in school culture among adults (n= 18), inadequate 
154 
intervention plans to address bullying by schools (n=14), and lack of preparedness by 
teachers and staffto address bullying (n=7). 
Scope of Bullying in the Community and Schools 
Respondents overall reported that bullying is a problem in their school district or 
community. Just under half ( 46.2%) agreed that bullying is a problem, while a third 
(33.1 %) of respondents did not agree (Table 9-6). Parents were more likely than other 
respondents to report that bullying was a community problem. 
TABLE 9-6 
Belief bullying is a problem in your school district/community 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
n=66 (15.5%) Committee Enforcement n=120 (28.2%) 
n=204 (47.9%) n=36 (8.5%) 
n 0/o n 0/o n % n % 
Bullying is a problem*** 
Yes 30 45.4 85 41.7 14 38.9 68 56.7 
No 33 50.0 77 37.8 18 50.0 13 10.8 
Don't know 3 4.6 42 20.6 4 11.1 39 32.5 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<O.Ol, ***p<O.OOl 
Respondents believed bullying was a problem for several reasons. Several respondents 
shared that hulling is a part of life or child development and will always be a problem 
needing attention. 
• "Bullying exists everywhere." 
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• "Because it occurs makes it a problem. Being in law enforcement we are 
committed to problem solving and problem oriented policing. This means 
identifying problems and addressing them with all the resources available to 
deal with the root problem. It is not just about dealing with a problem and 
waiting for the next time, it is about comprehensive involvement with the 
problem and seeking a longitudinal solution." 
• "I believe bullying is endemic to the experience of being a child and needing 
adult guidance to shape behaviors. It is the degree and the ability to change 
behaviors that has an impact on the individual child." 
Other respondents cited anecdotal observation or school surveys as evidence that 
bullying is a problem in schools (n=136). 
• "Based upon anecdotal evidence. Also through school based survey data." 
• "Because we have witnessed it and one of my children has been a victim." 
• "Reports ofbullying by my children and other students." 
• "We have had surveys of the students in our district showing us that this is 
indeed a problem." 
Many respondents did not believe bullying was a problem in their school district 
or community. Reasons given for not believing bullying was a problem include its being 
minor in comparison to other problems (n=l4), effective prevention efforts by schools 
(n=31), and data collected by schools showing low incidence (n=13). 
• "By answering no, I am not indicating that we do not have bullying, we do, I 
am simply indicated that it s not a problem or our top problem." 
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• "No- this district has always had a very effective procedure and 
communication procedure." 
• "We have been tracking bulling and incidence are low and confirmed cases 
were disciplined." 
Bullying is a community problem, but not in the top three 
Overall, respondents reported that bullying was not among the top three problems in their 
communities. Bullying ranked fourth (30.1 %) among all respondents, behind lack of 
parent involvement (51.9%), alcohol use (34.2%), and drug abuse (33.5%) (Table 9-7). 
Just under half of parents ( 49.6%) ranked bullying as one of the top 3 problems in their 
community, but only 10.6 percent of superintendents, 25.9 percent of school committee 
members, and 26.5 percent of law enforcement leaders ranked bullying among the top 3 
community problems. 
TABLE 9-7 
Top 3 problems facing students in the communitya 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
Committee Enforcement 
n=82 (15.0%) n=268 (49.2%) n=49 (9.0%) n=146 (26.8%) 
n 0/o n o/o n 0/o n 0/o 
Top 3 problems includes chronic illnessNs 
Yes 3 3.7 5 1.9 0 0.0 1 0.7 
No 79 96.3 263 98.1 49 100.0 145 99.3 
Top 3 problems includes weapons possessionNs 
Yes 1 1.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.7 
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No 81 98.8 268 100.0 49 100.0 145 99.3 
Top 3 problems includes alcohol useNs 
Yes 29 35.4 67 25.0 13 26.5 32 21.9 
No 53 64.6 201 75.0 36 73.5 114 78.1 
Top 3 problems includes discrimination* 
Yes 3 3.7 9 3.4 0 0.0 12 8.2 
No 79 96.3 259 96.6 49 100.0 134 91.8 
Top 3 problems includes drug abuseNs 
Yes 19 23 .2 62 23 .1 19 38.8 38 26.0 
No 63 76.8 206 76.9 30 61.2 108 74.0 
Top 3 problems includes smokingNs 
Yes 2 2.4 14 5.2 1 2.0 7 4.8 
No 80 97.6 254 94.8 48 98.0 139 95.2 
Top 3 problems includes violenceNs 
Yes 3 3.7 4 1.5 1 2.0 4 2.7 
No 79 96.3 264 98.5 48 98.0 142 97.3 
Top 3 problems includes bullying*** 
Yes 7 8.5 51 19.0 9 18.4 57 39.0 
No 75 91.5 217 81.0 40 81.6 89 61.0 
Top 3 problems includes lack of parent involvementNs 
Yes 24 29.3 107 39.9 21 42.9 62 42.5 
No 58 70.7 161 60.1 28 57.1 84 57.5 
Top 3 problems includes student apathyNs 
Yes 11 13.4 58 21.6 6 12.2 31 21.2 
No 71 86.6 210 78.4 43 87.8 115 78.8 
Top 3 problems includes poverty*** 
Yes 25 30.5 70 26.1 1 2.0 18 12.3 
No 57 69.5 198 73.9 48 98.0 128 87.7 
158 
Top 3 problems includes student absenteeism*** 
Yes 14 17.1 21 7.8 7 14.3 4 2.7 
No 68 82.9 247 92.2 42 85.7 142 97.3 
Top 3 problems includes family violence* 
Yes 4 4.9 11 4.1 7 14.3 7 4.8 
No 78 95.1 257 95.9 42 85.7 139 95.2 
Top 3 problems includes parent drug/alcohol abuse* 
Yes 13 15.9 27 10.1 10 20.4 11 7.5 
No 69 84.2 241 89.9 39 79.6 135 92.5 
Top 3 problems includes some other problemNs 
Yes 13 15.9 35 13.1 2 4.1 22 15.1 
No 69 84.2 233 86.9 47 95.9 124 84.9 
aBolded values indicate a ranking in the top 1-3 problems for that stakeholder group. 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
Lack of parent involvement was ranked in the top 3 problems in the community 
consistently across all stakeholder categories. 
Bullying occurs both at and outside of school, according to respondents. Bullying 
was most commonly reported to happen on school buses (59.4%), in school (56.7%), and 
online (52.3%) (Table 9-8). All stakeholders included these three places in their top 3 
"locations" where bullying has occurred in the community. Parents are less likely to 
report that bullying has occurred online than other stakeholders. 
Specific students were described as being at higher risk of being bullied than 
other students, including children with special needs or disabilities, lesbian/gay/bisexual/ 
transgender students, overweight children, late developers, students with non-present or 
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violent parents, students living in poverty, and those with limited social skills (Table 8-9). 
However, many respondents reported students who were "vulnerable" were high risk and 
did not assign them a specific socio-demographic category. "Bullying targets the most 
vulnerable - poor, socially sensitive, those with mental and physical challenges." Parents 
were more likely to report that some students are more affected by bullying than others. 
TABLE 9-8 
Places where bullying has occurred in the community 
Superintendents 
n=82 (15.0%) 
School 
Committee 
n=268 (49.2%) 
n n 
Bullying has occurred in workplaces** 
Yes 
No 
14 
68 
17.1 
82.9 
Bullying has occurred in schools* 
Yes 53 64.6 
No 29 35.4 
22 
246 
134 
134 
% 
8.2 
91.8 
50.0 
50.0 
Bullying has occurred in neighborhoods** 
Yes 38 46.3 70 26.1 
No 44 53.7 198 73.9 
Bullying has occurred on school busesNs 
Yes 56 68.3 147 54.9 
No 26 31.7 121 45.2 
Bullying has occurred in the home** 
Yes 26 31.7 47 17.5 
No 56 68.3 221 82.5 
Law 
Enforcement 
n=49 (9.0%) 
n 
4 
45 
31 
18 
12 
37 
30 
19 
10 
39 
% 
8.2 
91.8 
63.3 
36.7 
24.5 
75.5 
61.2 
38.8 
20.4 
79.6 
Parents 
n=146 (26.8%) 
n 
5 
141 
91 
55 
36 
110 
91 
55 
19 
127 
% 
3.4 
96.6 
62.3 
37.7 
24.7 
75.3 
62.3 
37.7 
13.0 
87.0 
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Bullying has occurred during recreational programsN:s 
Yes 20 24.4 41 15.3 9 18.4 29 19.9 
No 62 75.6 227 84.7 40 81.6 117 80.1 
Bullying has occurred during school athletic programs and/or eventsNs 
Yes 26 31.7 73 27.2 15 30.6 44 30.1 
No 56 68 .3 195 72.8 34 69.4 102 69.9 
Bullying has occurred during after-school programsNs 
Yes 16 19.5 44 16.4 11 22.5 31 21.2 
No 66 80.5 224 83 .6 38 77.6 115 78 .8 
Bullying has occurred in parks* 
Yes 20 24.4 36 13.4 12 24.5 23 15 .8 
No 62 75.6 232 86.6 37 75.5 123 84.3 
Bullying has occurred online** 
Yes 57 69.5 136 50.8 29 59.2 63 43.2 
No 25 30.5 132 49.3 20 40.8 83 56.9 
Bullying has occurred in some other locationNs 
Yes 2 2.4 16 6.0 2 4.1 6 4.1 
No 80 97.6 252 94.0 47 95.9 140 95.9 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<O.Ol, ***p<0.001 
161 
TABLE 9-9 
Particular groups of students in community/school district more affected by 
bullying than others 
Superintendent School Law Parents 
s Committee Enforcement n=l18 (27.9%) 
n=66 (15.6%) n=203 (48.0%) n=36 (8.5%) 
n % n 0/o n % n % 
Populations more affected by bullying*** 
Yes 17 25.8 57 28.1 11 30.6 46 39.0 
No 32 48.5 39 19.2 15 41.7 9 7.6 
I don't know 17 25.8 107 52.7 10 27.8 63 53.4 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<0.01 , ***p<0.001 
School Activities to Prevent Bullying 
All superintendents and almost all school committee members (96.1%) reported that their 
school district is undertaking activities to prevent bullying (Table 9-1 0). 
All law enforcement leaders reported that schools in their community are 
undertaking activities to prevent bullying at least "somewhat." Parents were slightly more 
skeptical about prevention efforts than other stakeholders, with less than half ( 4 7. 9%) 
responding that schools were doing anything to prevent bullying from happening. 
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TABLE 9-10 
Perception of schools undertaking prevention 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
n=68 (15.9%) Committee Enforcement n=ll9 (27.8%) 
n=206 (48.1%) n=35 (8.2%) 
n % n 0/o n % n 0/o 
School district doing something to prevent bullyingNs 
Yes 68 100.0 198 96.1 NA NA NA NA 
No 0 0.0 8 3.9 NA NA NA NA 
Schools doing something to prevent bullying*** 
Yes NA NA NA NA 198 96.1 30 85.7 
Somewhat NA NA NA NA 5 14.3 47 39.5 
No NA NA NA NA 8 3.9 0 0.0 
I don't know NA NA NA NA 0 0.0 8 6.7 
a Superintendents and school committee members were only asked to respond "Yes/No" 
to this question. 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<O.Ol , ***p<O.OOl 
Level ofprevention success 
Most respondents indicated that schools in their community were at least "somewhat" 
successful in preventing bullying from happening to students. Law enforcement were the 
most optimistic of all stakeholders, as 39.0 percent reported definitely (i.e., responded 
"yes") that schools are successful in preventing bullying, followed by 32.8 percent of 
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superintendents (Table 9-11). A sizeable minority of parents (21.9%) did not think 
schools are successful in preventing bullying. 
TABLE 9-11 
Perception of school success in preventing bullying 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
n=67 (15.6%) Committee Enforcement n=119 (27.7%) 
n=207 (48.3%) n=36 (8.4%) 
n % n % n % n o;o 
School successful in preventing bullying*** 
Yes 22 32.8 48 23.2 14 39.0 11 9.2 
Somewhat 41 61.2 98 47.3 18 50. 43 36.1 
No 2 3.0 11 5.3 1 2.8 26 21.9 
I don't know 2 3.0 50 24.2 3 8.3 39 32.7 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
Factors promoting and hindering bullying prevention success in schools 
A total of 293 respondents cited several factors that have made it possible for schools to 
be successful in preventing bullying from happening at school (Table 9-12). At the top of 
those factors is student awareness of bullying and its consequences (90.1 %) followed by 
a school culture in which bullying is made less acceptable (83.6%). Twenty-one 
respondents also shared several other factors promoting prevention of bullying at schools 
including: support from the middle and high school principals, presence of a School 
Resource Officer (e.g., police officer assigned to schools), acting quickly to address 
initial harassment before it becomes bullying, empowering bystanders to speak up when 
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they see bullying, reporting off-site bullying to the school, training parents on bullying 
prevention, improving communication across all involved parties, and following through 
on punishment for bullying. 
A small number of respondents indicated that schools experienced challenges in 
preventing bullying (Table 9-13). A few parents (n=13) indicated that school leadership 
not making bullying prevention a high priority was a challenge, as did a handful of school 
committee members (n= 11 ). Parents and some school committee members responded that 
there were additional types of challenges to preventing school-based bullying. These 
challenges included: poor identification of bullying, not following through with 
punishment, promoting bullying as normal or unimportant, staff violation of child privacy 
laws, underreporting, inconsistency in anti-bullying curriculum, lack of empowerment of 
teachers to address bullying, and low parent knowledge about best practices for handling 
bullying. 
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TABLE 9-12 
Factors promoting success in bullying prevention at school 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
Committee Enforcement 
n=82 (15 .0%) n=268 (49.2%) n=49 (9.0%) n=146 (26.8%) 
n % n % n o/o n % 
Clear anti-bullying policy*** 
Yes 46 56.1 117 43.7 27 55 .1 37 25.3 
No 36 43.9 151 56.3 22 44.9 109 74.7 
Clear procedures*** 
Yes 43 52.4 105 39.2 22 44.9 20 13.7 
No 39 47.6 163 60.8 27 55.1 126 86.3 
School leadership has made bullying prevention a priority*** 
Yes 50 61.0 117 43.7 27 55.1 33 22.6 
No 32 39.0 151 56.3 22 44.9 113 77.4 
Teachers and/or staff are empowered to address bullying when it happens*** 
Yes 48 58.5 112 41.8 24 49.0 38 26.0 
No 34 41.5 156 58.2 25 51.0 108 74.0 
Students are more aware of bullying and its consequences*** 
Yes 56 68.3 134 50.0 27 55.1 47 32.2 
No 26 31.7 134 50.0 22 44.9 99 67.8 
School culture has made bullying less acceptable*** 
Yes 55 67.1 126 47.0 24 49.0 40 27.4 
No 27 32.9 142 53.0 25 51.0 106 72.6 
Other factor promoting bullying preventionNs 
Yes 4 4.9 9 3.4 3 6.1 5 3.4 
No 78 95 .1 259 96.6 46 93.9 141 96.6 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<0.01 , ***p<O.OOl; A response of"no" refers to an unchecked box on the survey 
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TABLE 9-13 
Challenges hindering success in bullying prevention at school 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
Committee Enforcement 
n=82 (15.0%) n=268 (49.2%) n=49 (9.0%) n=146 (26.8%) 
n % n % n 0/o n 0/o 
Lack of a clear anti-bullying policy** 
Yes 0 0.0 1 0.4 0 0.0 7 4.8 
No 82 100.0 267 99.6 49 100.0 139 95.2 
Unclear procedures** 
Yes 0 0.0 2 0.7 1 2.0 8 5.5 
No 82 100.0 266 99.3 48 98.0 138 94.5 
School leadership has not made bullying prevention a high priority*** 
Yes 0 0.0 3 1.1 0 0.0 13 8.9 
No 82 100.0 265 98 .9 49 100.0 133 91.1 
Teachers and/or staff are not empowered to address bullying when it happens*** 
Yes 0 0.0 4 1.5 0 0.0 13 8.9 
No 82 100.0 264 98.5 49 100.0 133 91.1 
Students are not aware of bullying and its consequencesNs 
Yes 0 0.0 2 0.7 0 0.0 4 2.7 
No 82 100.0 266 99.3 49 100.0 142 97.3 
School culture promotes bullying as normal or unimportant*** 
Yes 0 0.0 4 1.5 1 2.0 12 8.2 
No 82 100.0 264 98.5 48 98.0 134 91.8 
Other barrier to preventing bullying*** 
Yes 0 0.0 3 1.1 0 0.0 14 9.6 
No 82 100.0 265 98.9 49 100.0 132 90.4 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05 , 
**p<O.Ol, ***p<O.OOl; A response of"no" refers to an unchecked box on the survey 
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Bullying Policies and Procedures 
A large majority of respondents reported that their school district had policies and/or 
procedures on bullying. Parents (91.4%) were less likely than other respondents to report 
their school district has policies and/or procedures on bullying, particularly those related 
to cyber-bullying (Table 9-14). Respondents also described school districts as having 
cyber-bullying policies and/or procedures. According to respondents, schools also make 
bullying or cyber-bullying policies or procedures publicly available to students and their 
families, although law enforcement and parents were less likely to report that access. 
TABLE 9-14 
Availability and access to bullying/cyber-bullying policies and procedures 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
Committee Enforcement 
n=82 (15.0%) n=268 (49.2%) n=49 (9.0%) n=146 (26.8%) 
n % n o;o n % n o;o 
School district has policies and/or procedures on bullying** 
Yes 67 100.0 206 99.0 36 100.0 107 91.4 
No 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 
I don't know 0 0.0 2 1.0 0 0.0 9 7.7 
School district has policies and/or procedures on cyber-bullying*** 
Yes 67 100.0 199 95 .2 32 88.9 72 60.5 
No 0 0.0 1 0.5 0 0.0 4 3.4 
I don't know 0 0.0 9 4.3 4 11.1 43 36.1 
Bullying or cyber-bullying policies or procedures made publicly available to 
students and their families*** 
Yes 66 100.0 192 94.1 29 80.6 86 72.9 
No 0 0.0 1 0.5 1 2.8 4 3.4 
I don't know 0 0.0 11 5.4 6 16.7 28 23.7 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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Data Collection and Reporting 
Superintendents indicated that almost all of their school districts collect data on bullying 
(97.0%) (Table 9-15); school committee members were less likely to affirm their school 
district collects data on bullying than superintendents. For example, only half (51.2%) of 
school committee members responded that bullying incidents are reported to DESE, but 
most superintendents (82.8%) responded affirmatively. Superintendents were twice as 
likely as school committee members to report there were challenges to collecting bullying 
data (23.8% of superintendents versus 10.6% of school committee members). 
Bullying data is shared with many stakeholders across the community, but 
primarily is shared with school committee members and law enforcement. Less than half 
of superintendents (47.1 %) and school committee members (35.0%) reported that parents 
receive bullying data. 
Superintendents report primarily that there have been no challenges to collecting 
information on bullying incidents (71.4%), and half (50.8% of) school committee 
members do not know if there have been data collection challenges. The primary 
challenge reported in the difficulty in dealing with parents who want names of the 
children involved in bullying, which is a violation of confidentiality. Other issues include 
accuracy and consistency of data collection, time and resources to collect and report data, 
and not having an effective data system to track bullying data. 
"Parents want to know about disciplinary records and other information about 
other students than their own child(ren) and are not accepting of the fact that 
sharing this information violates the law. This has caused friction with some 
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because they want to know that "x" student was punished for what they did 
and when they cannot know this information, the school is charged with not 
doing the right thing." 
TABLE 9-15 
School district collects, reports, and shares bullying data 
Superintendents 
n=67 (24.5%) 
n % 
School district collects data on bullying incidents*** 
Yes 65 97.0 
No 1 1.5 
I don't know 1 1.5 
School Committee 
n=207 (75.5%) 
n 
134 64.7 
7 3.4 
66 31.9 
Bullying incidents reported to the Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education*** 
Yes 48 82.8 65 51.2 
No 6 10.3 2 1.6 
I don't know 4 6.9 60 47.2 
Data shared with stakeholders** 
Municipal leaders 6 11.8 12 9.8 
Town administrators 7 13.7 8 6.5 
School committee members 34 66.7 71 57.7 
Law enforcement 38 74.5 51 41.5 
Parents 24 47.1 43 35.0 
Community members 11 21.6 11 8.9 
I don ' t know 0 0.0 39 31.7 
Other 4 7.8 6 4.9 
Challenges to collecting data on bullying incidents** 
Yes 15 23.8 14 10.6 
No 45 71.4 51 38.6 
I don't know 3 4.8 67 50.8 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<O.Ol , ***p<O.OOI 
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• "The major challenge has been less on the actual process of collecting 
information and more on the implementation of the collection process. 
Working to have administrators from various schools collecting data with the 
same, defined understanding of bullying has not been easy." 
• "Very time consuming for principals teachers and other school staff." 
• "Software to capture and report information is costly and requires an 
individual's time." 
Staff Training 
Respondents indicated that school districts around the state are engaging in staff training 
to address bullying. Almost all superintendents (96.8%) responded that their school 
district provides training to staff and teachers (Table 9-16). There was substantial 
uncertainty around whether schools provide staff training among other stakeholders, 
particularly parents (58.5% responded "I don't know). 
TABLE 9-16 
School district trains its teachers and/or staff in how to address bullying 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
n=62 (14.6%) Committee Enforcement n=118 
n=208 (49.1 %) n=36 (8.5%) (27.8%) 
n % n % n 0/o n 0/o 
School district trains teachers and/or staff in how to address bullying*** 
Yes 60 96.8 172 82.7 22 61.1 46 39.0 
No 2 3.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 2.5 
I don't know 0 0.0 36 17.3 14 38.9 69 58.5 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<O.Ol, ***p<0.001 
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Among the 204 respondents who described the kind of staff training provided by school 
districts, the most common response was about the mode of training-professional 
development that is part of their contracts (n=176). Teachers participated in in-service 
days, meetings, and workshops to learn how to educate students about bullying using 
district provided curricula (n=56). 
• "[It's] built into their on the job training, teacher training days." 
• "The school superintendent conducts in-service training on this subject and 
others." 
• "On one full and one half early release day a person from DESE and another 
trainer carne to the school and trained the teachers on policy and procedure 
and how to recognize bullying." 
Staff also received training in the identification of bullying and procedures for 
reporting it to school administration (n=32). 
• "They are trained on the types of bullying and how to identify potential 
bullying situations." 
• "Exposure to the district policy and periodic reminders of the policy and 
practices to be followed in detecting and investigating instances." 
A few respondents (n=18) reported that this training is conducted annually in their 
school, although it is unclear if that frequency holds true across all districts. 
• "Annual training, usually during the "back to school" welcome day. Perhaps 
some during professional development time scattered throughout the year 
(early release days, etc.)." 
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• "All staff are trained annually." 
• "We follow the MARC Program from Bridgewater State Univ. and have 
trainer on staff who provides annual training to the entire staff." 
No respondents described their perceptions of the adequacy of the curriculum 
used for training. 
Financial impact of the mandate 
Respondents largely did not perceive a financial impact on the community or school 
district associated with the anti-bullying law. School committee members (19.3%) and 
superintendents (35.9%) were more likely to believe that the mandate caused financial 
strain on the school district compared to parents and law enforcement (Table 9-17). 
TABLE 9-17 
Perception of anti-bullying efforts causing financial strain on the community or 
school district 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
n=64 (15.1%) Committee Enforcement n=118 (27.8%) 
n=207 (48.8%) n=35 (8.3%) 
n o;o n % n o;o n % 
Financial strain*** 
Yes 23 35.9 40 19.3 3 8.6 4 3.4 
No 39 60.9 122 58.9 11 31.4 26 22.0 
I don't know 2 3.1 45 21.7 21 60.0 88 74.6 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<0.01 , ***p<0.001 
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Respondents provided different opinions about the effect of the unfunded liability 
placed on town budgets by the mandate. Some respondents shared the perspective that the 
law had a direct effect on school district's bottom line or had shifted priorities in their 
district away from other important activities (n= 28) . 
• "There are added expenses with implementation of the programs that include 
time in training, programs that are held, time that administrators must spend in 
reporting and compliance - all of which is not a funded mandate from the 
state." 
• "It's an unfunded mandate, so the money to purchase the curriculum and the 
time that was required at least for any initial [professional development] re: 
teacher training all is $$ and time that was allocated for other initiatives and 
the bullying had to be pushed in place instead. In other words, the law itself, 
bullied its way into the school budget and [professional development] and 
classroom time." 
• "We've had to spend money on getting speakers in to do assemblies as well as 
train our staff, which is professional development money. It's just another 
unfunded mandate that people don't see because we "absorb" it into all the 
other stuff the state makes us do. None of this bullying work seems to actually 
stop bullying. Don't people know that the state passed this law and there were 
no effective interventions published on the DESE website for high school 
students? So all we did was "stuff' so we could say we were compliant, but do 
we really know it worked? I don't." 
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Other respondents did not believe the law caused financial strain to the school 
district but saw the mandate as a stressor on existing resources (n=ll). Some respondents 
saw the law as an opportunity to strengthen their curriculum (n=2). 
• "They have not!" 
• Not financial, but strain on existing resources which I view as one in the 
same. With all of the other requirements we are faced with, including the 
new teacher evaluation system, our administrators are absolutely 
overwhelmed. 
• "School district has appropriated resources to address bullying and the 
implementation of the anti-bullying policy. District sees it as an 
educational investment." 
Law enforcement role 
Respondents had mixed opinions about whether school districts involve law enforcement 
in bullying prevention activities depending on role. Almost all (90.2% of) 
superintendents and all (100.0% of) law enforcement leaders responded that school 
districts involve law enforcement in addressing bullying (Table 9-18). However, school 
committee members (73 .7%) and parents (31.6%) were less likely to share the same 
opmwn. 
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TABLE 9-18 
Perception of school district involving law enforcement in addressing bullying 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
n=61 (14.8%) Committee Enforcement n=117 (28.5%) 
n=198 (48.2%) n=35 (8 .5%) 
n % n % n o;o n o;o 
Law enforcement involvement*** 
Yes 55 90.2 146 73.7 35 100.0 37 31.6 
No 6 9.8 14 7.1 0 0.0 7 6.0 
I don't know 0 0.0 38 19.2 0 0.0 73 62.4 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05 , 
**p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
When asked how school districts involve law enforcement in addressing bullying 
in schools, respondents pointed to the role oflaw enforcement when bullying had been 
established and is considered to be serious enough to involve law enforcement (n=230) 
(i .e., suspicion of a crime). Law enforcement are also used to enforce harassment 
prevention orders (e.g. , restraining orders), according to some respondents (n=l5). 
• "I think if its severe enough the police get involved." 
• "If criminal behavior is encountered, law enforcement is called in." 
• "Law enforcement usually gets involved at the criminal harassment stage and 
even assisting with harassment prevention orders." 
Police are also called in to participate in intervention activities related to bullying, 
according to some respondents (n=168), including teaching (n=112) although some 
respondents had a negative view of law enforcement involvement in the classroom. Some 
respondents mentioned training being done in conjunction with their local district 
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attorney's office (n=52). 
• "We are called to the school for interventions and discussion with the 
parents of the students." 
• "We have a school resource officer who goes to each school to provide 
age-appropriate education on bully prevention." 
• "On one occasion, two years ago, police were brought to speak to a group 
of kids who either had been bullied or were bullying. It did not go well at 
all. The kids were 4th and 5th graders." 
Respondents also mentioned the involvement of a School Resource Officer (SRO) 
in preventing and addressing bullying (n=221). Roles of the SRO mentioned by 
respondents included developing anti-bullying programming (n= 112), providing training 
to students (n=74), supporting school principals in their investigations of suspected 
bullying (n=l60), and working with parents (n=57). 
• "We have continued the employment of a School Resource Officer (SRO) 
beyond the time when there was grant support for this position because we 
believe it is essential for our district. This individual is involved with the 
training and programming in the schools. He is present in all of the school 
buildings across the week and promotes open communication with adults 
when there is a concern with bullying. The SRO provides a presence in 
our schools that promotes a healthy relationship with law enforcement." 
• "We have a resource officer who has a collegial relationship with most 
students, which allows students to speak more freely about difficult 
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situations. We always hope that students can make a solid connection with 
at least one supportive, caring and responsible adult during their time in a 
school (often a teacher or administrator) -- and the resource officer is one 
more person who serves that purpose." 
Respondents also mentioned that law enforcement is involved in school matters 
routinely with school administrators as partners or consultants. Many respondents 
mentioned a close relationship between law enforcement and schools in their responses 
(n=57). 
• "We enjoy a strong working relationship with our Schools and staff. We 
are notified immediately by staff when there are any issues involving 
students within the School environment and/or within the community." -
law enforcement respondent 
• "Our district has a strong relationship with our Police Chief who is 
fantastic at involving the community in our anti-bullying efforts. He is 
prompt at sending out officers when anything happens at our schools 
requiring investigation. It's a true partnership." 
• "Our community enjoys a very close and communicative relationship 
between law enforcement to best serve our students." 
Some respondents reported that law enforcement were involved in the 
development of their school district's bullying intervention plan (n=4) plan. Others 
described their SRO, Chief of Police, or other police department representative playing a 
178 
current role in their school district's anti-bullying ongoing efforts, such as safety 
committees (n=17). 
• "Our police department has an active role working with our anti bullying 
committee ... " 
• "[Police] were part of the development of the plan and did a few 
presentations on the plan." 
• "Members of the police and fire departments have participated with school 
staff representing administration and teachers from all schools in the 
development of an emergency training manual, which includes anti-
bullying protocols." 
• "The Chief of Police attends monthly safety meetings with the Supt. as 
well as other administrators. The police department takes an active role in 
the development of policy with all safety initiatives." 
Parent involvement 
Respondents of different roles in the community had different perspectives on the level of 
parent involvement in addressing bullying (as invited by schools). Parents were the least 
likely to believe that schools involved parents in addressing bullying (48.3%) compared 
to about two-thirds oflaw enforcement leaders (65.7%) and superintendents (66.8%) and 
three-quarters of school committee members (71.6%) (Table 9-19). 
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TABLE 9-19 
Perception of school district involving parents in addressing bullying 
Superintendents School Law Parents 
n=64 (15.4%) Committee Enforcement n=ll6 (27.9%) 
n=201 (48.3%) n=35 (8.4%) 
n 0/o n 0/o n % n % 
Parent involved in bullying activities*** 
Yes 55 86.0 144 71.6 23 65.7 56 48.3 
No 6 9.4 10 5.0 1 2.9 28 24.1 
I don' t know 3 4.7 47 23.4 11 31.4 32 27.6 
NS=not statistically significant; Statistically significant at the following level: *p<0.05, 
**p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
Parents are involved in addressing bullying by schools in several ways, according to 
respondents, ranging from passive receipt of information to actively taking part in a 
bullying intervention. At the lowest level of engagement, respondents reported that 
parents are provided a copy of their child's school's anti-bullying policy or school 
handbook (n=210). 
• "Information is sent home with students as part of the school handbook that 
parents are required to sign." 
• "Student/parent handbook; general announcements; and handouts." 
• Parents are given copies of the district's prevention policy, so that they are 
aware of the definitions (and of potential situations) and of the need for 
vigilance and support." 
School districts and local education organizations also provide forums to educate 
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parents about bullying, and in particular cyber-bullying. (n=154) Respondents mentioned 
moderated panels featuring discussion with parents and staff about bullying, bringing in 
expert speakers to speak to parents at assemblies, and screening films about bullying. 
• "We have held several evening programs to educate parents about the issue of 
bullying (Karen Englander, as an example) and topics have also included 
information on parental controls on technology, positive parenting 
approaches, and the role that parents and families can have with prevention of 
bullying. Parents are also recruited for many committees and task forces that 
have been in place for the past few years, including those that developed our 
policies and programming." 
• "A few years ago a parent forum was held with a speaker who had lost his 
bullied son to suicide." 
• "The local ed folmdation has shown the movie Bully in the district open to all 
parents, educators and high school students, which included a panel of school 
staff to discuss the issue with parents in an open forum." 
Parents are notified when their child is involved in bullying, either as a target or 
aggressor, per respondent feedback (n=104). Parents are also notified when very public 
occurrences of violence occur about the school district's response and information about 
how parents can help their children (n=23), although the names of the parties involved 
are held confidential as reported by respondents. 
• "The parents are notified of any and all incidences." 
• "Parents are always involved in investigations which concern their child/ren." 
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• "Parents are called and sent a letter when their child is involved in bullying. 
They are part of the investigation." 
Some respondents specifically raised the issue of parent engagement being a 
challenge, regardless of the amount of contact and information parents receive about 
bullying from schools. ""We try to involve parents in every aspect, getting them to 
engage is an entirely different matter." 
Investigation of Analytic Models 
This study explored bivariate and qualitative analysis as part of a preliminary 
investigation to determining knowledge and perceptions of the 2010 anti-bullying law in 
Massachusetts and related school responses. Initial findings did not reveal either a 
theoretical basis for additional testing nor findings to suggest a clear regression model to 
test. There was almost no variation across stakeholders in their responses for the three 
dependent variables of interest (awareness of the law, support for the law, and perceived 
reduction in bullying), and there were differences in methodology for collecting parent 
and other stakeholder samples. Findings do not therefore support testing of a specific 
analytic model. 
Summary 
Results from the survey demonstrate widespread awareness and support for the 
Massachusetts anti-bullying law across all stakeholder groups. Support for the law was 
derived from respondent belief that bullying is a problem and its resolution a shared 
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societal responsibility involving policymakers, schools, and parents. Respondents agreed 
largely with the definitions of bullying and cyber-bullying, but found the repetition 
component to be either unnecessary or requiring clarification. The cyber-bullying 
definition was applauded by most respondents, but critique included amendments to 
clarify new social media and future technologies. 
Most respondents were familiar with the law and its main components. The two 
most unfamiliar requirements were the adoption of special education curriculum and 
reporting data to the state. Respondents reported mixed views about their perceived 
effectiveness of the law. The early implementation of the anti-bullying law was perceived 
positively by respondents, but there is mixed evidence about its perceived impact on 
students and bullying behavior. Most districts have established local anti-bullying 
policies and procedures in response to the law, but given earlier policy and programming, 
it is difficult to tell whether the law actually influenced behavior and thus outcomes. 
Many respondents do not believe bullying is a problem in their district, and it is 
not in the top 3 problems ranked by respondents. (Alcohol abuse and lack of parental 
involvement top the list of problems facing school children.) Bullying happens primarily 
on school buses, in school, and online. Specific populations are most at risk for being 
bullied include disabled children, LGBT students, and those with other vulnerabilities 
that put them at a power disadvantage with more socially skilled, popular children. 
School districts have undertaken a variety of prevention efforts aimed at reducing 
bullying. While most stakeholders believe those efforts have been at least somewhat 
successful, parents are skeptical that those efforts have actually prevented bullying. 
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Factors thought to be important in promoting prevention were increased awareness 
among students of bullying and an emphasis on school culture that does not accept 
bullying as a social norm. The main challenge cited by respondents was a lack of school 
leadership in making bullying prevention a priority. Most districts reported having school 
policies on bullying and cyber-bullying, and most respondents indicated those policies 
and procedures were publically available. 
Schools are collecting data on bullying incidents, although collecting that 
information systematically and storing it electronically has been a challenge. Bullying 
data is transmitted to DESE on an annual basis according to respondents . There is 
evidence that bullying is still under-reported and that there are inconsistencies in 
reporting information about bullying. 
Teachers and staff are trained in school district anti-bullying policy and 
procedures, and teachers are provided training on how to teach students about bullying. 
Training is provided in a variety of settings including workshops during the opening of 
school, professional development in-services, staff meetings, and periodic workshops. 
Staff members are taught how to identify bullying and report it to administrators. 
There is evidence that some communities experience the unfunded mandate as a 
financial strain, experienced in terms of direct costs (such as purchase of a curriculum) or 
indirect consequences on time and resources . Some respondents questioned the return on 
investment of the mandate when there is no established evidence-based curriculum for 
high schools available. Others saw the law as an opportunity to make an investment in 
their educational programming and enhance student learning. 
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Involvement of law enforcement and parents varies in terms of scope and 
engagement. At a basic level, law enforcement is notified when bullying is identified and 
brought in to address potential crimes. Law enforcement in many communities is 
considered a partner in promoting healthy relationships in schools, as supported by the 
School Resource Officer in school district's where that role is funded. Police participate 
across the spectrum of activities involved in addressing bullying such as planning, 
development of programming, teaching students, training staff, working with the 
community, assist the school in investigating bullying, and supporting parents through 
the intervention process following identification. 
Parent involvement is generally passive unless a parent's child is involved in 
bullying directly. The majority of parents receive information about school anti-bullying 
policy and rules relating to student behavior that prohibit bullying. Many schools offer 
educational opportunities for parents as part of prevention or as a response to an incident. 
Parents are also an integral part of the response to bullying when it occurs, as witnesses 
in an investigation or as part of their child's intervention. 
There was variation across roles in support for and knowledge about the mandate. 
Superintendents and law enforcement leaders were more likely to support the law than 
school committee members or parents, describing the law as a basis for addressing 
bullying in the face of strong parent and teacher opinion. While agreement with the legal 
definitions of bullying and cyber-bullying was not statistically different by role, there 
were differences in knowledge about the provisions under the law. In particular, 
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superintendents were the most knowledgeable but parents were limited in their familiarity 
with the legal components of the mandate. 
Bivariate analysis reveals differences in perception about bullying in the 
community and the effect of the mandate on bullying. More parents than respondents in 
other roles believe that bullying is a problem in the community but that the mandate has 
reduced bullying. Parents were more likely than other respondents to report that bullying 
was a community problem. Parents were the only stakeholder group to include bullying 
as one of the top 3 problems in their community. There is a dichotomy between school-
based respondents and parents as to whether cyber-bullying, since parents are less likely 
to report that bullying has occurred online than superintendents and school committee 
members. Parents were more likely to report that some groups of students are more 
affected by bullying than others, whereas other stakeholders take a broader perspective 
that all students are vulnerable to bullying. Parents were also less likely to believe that 
prevention efforts in schools were doing anything to prevent bullying from happening to 
students, and one in five parents did not think schools are successful in preventing 
bullying. 
Finally, superintendents appear to have higher levels of knowledge concerning the 
data collection of bullying data compared to other respondents. School committee 
members and superintendents were also more likely to believe that the mandate caused 
financial strain on the school district compared to parents and law enforcement. 
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CHAPTER 10: MASSACHUSETTS ANTI-BULLYING MANDATE CASE 
STUDIES 
Overview 
This research study evaluates the early implementation of school-district level anti-
bullying policy and programming following the Massachusetts anti-bullying legislative 
mandate in 2010, which responded to public concern about bullying following two 
student deaths. As part of this study, case studies were undertaken in four diverse 
Massachusetts communities facilitated by semi-structured interviews with administrative 
stakeholders across an entire school district. The purpose of these case studies was to 
apply theRE-AIM evaluation framework to assess Massachusetts' anti-bullying efforts 
from the perspective of school district stakeholders with implementation responsibilities 
as a complementary strategy to reveal the specific drivers of qualitative responses derived 
from the statewide survey. 
School district stakeholders in each school district were interviewed in alignment 
with the three specific aims of the study. Specifically, the case studies 1) assess 
stakeholder awareness of the 2010 legislative mandate (aim 1 ), 2) identify factors 
affecting perceived reach, effectiveness, adoption, implementation, and maintenance of 
school bullying prevention strategies (aim 2), and 3) examine the mandate's effects and 
implications for the future for the three core functions of public health: assessment, 
assurance, and policy development (aim 3). A detailed description of specific 
methodology to conduct the case studies is presented in Chapter 7. The remainder of this 
chapter presents case studies for each of the four participating school districts. 
Results: School District A 
School District A Description 
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School District A is a small suburban, Title I designated school district with a student 
enrollment between 2,000 and 4,000 students. Students in School District A are over 90 
percent White and reside in a moderately affluent community with a median annual 
household income of approximately $76,000. School district informants described the 
community as one with very few incidents ofviolent crime annually. " [Violence] is 
extremely low," reported one respondent. School district informants also described their 
district as one with a focus on excellence in student achievement. Over 90 percent of 
student high school district graduates in School District A pursue education following 
graduation. 
Case Study Participation 
Five school district informants participated in case study A: the superintendent, a central 
office administrator responsible for curriculum and technology, a high school principal, 
an elementary school principal, and the school committee chair (who is also a parent) . 
Three other potential informants (the special education director, athletic director, and the 
school resource officer) were invited to interview but were unable to participate due to 
their time constraints. 
Penetration of Knowledge 
All school district informants were familiar with the legislative mandate at the time of 
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interview, and some indicated they started preparing for its implementation prior to 
passage. "Principals participated in a workshop the summer of2010 before law, and 
spent days instructed by a few lawyers to understand legal requirements of law, and 
become more comfortable with the policies and procedures." All informants were able to 
describe the three components of the bullying definition included as part of the legislation 
(repetition, intent to harm, and power imbalance) and the extension of that definition to 
include cyber-bullying. 
• "Bullying is something that is repeated, takes place over sustained period of 
time. Bullying is not a one-time incident- that may be inappropriate, but not 
necessarily bullying ... bullying happens more than once." 
• "It' s really a repeated act- when one student has power over another student." 
• "[Cyber-bullying is] different in that it can be more graphic because you're 
not face to face with the person. So the victim can be treated more poorly-
there's nobody standing in front of you so it can be easier to be mean. And, it 
can be compounded by the click of a button ... you know, spread so quickly. 
This breeds a lot of tentacles that can't happen with face to face bullying. So, 
it can be a lot more harmful. Bullying online can feed off of itself. Bullying 
online is similar to at school in that it has the potential to create unsafe 
environment. What is unsafe? Well, when kid doesn' t feel comfortable. Law 
requires, and I believe this, that if it has potential to bring harm into school, 
the school has an obligation to act." 
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In addition to the definitions of bullying and cyber-bullying, informants were able 
to describe the majority of provisions of the 2010 mandate. Other provisions of the law 
mentioned by school district informants included development and submission of a 
bullying prevention and intervention plan to the Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education (DESE), adoption of a school district anti-bullying policy, adoption 
of age-appropriate evidence-based bullying prevention curricula, staff training, and 
reporting bullying to law enforcement and/or the state. None of the school district 
informants were aware of the law's specific provisions requiring the inclusion of age-
appropriate or targeted special education curricula in their school district's bullying 
prevention and intervention plan when asked to identify the components of the law. 
However, those components are included in School District A's plan. 
• "Whole bullying prevention and intervention guidelines are submitted to state 
and they have to have very clear guidelines - those are the steps that we 
follow." 
• "The school committee has overarching policy that guides process and 
procedures and time lines." 
• "There is extensive [professional development] for staff, all about 
recognizing bullying and knowing how to respond and who to contact when it 
happens." 
• "Yes, [tracking bullying statistics] is now required in department of education 
for their safety and discipline reports." 
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• "I think last year was the first year [we tracked bullying statistics] because the 
state required it. Before this, I think we tracked different problem behavior 
incidents but not bullying separately." 
Reach of the Law 
School District A informants were aware of the law, but initially did not see its relevance 
because they believed their district was already undertaking activities to address bullying 
in compliance with the law. 
Pre-law approach 
Prior to the anti-bullying mandate, School District A addressed bullying primarily 
through education rather than disciplinary action, although their anti-bullying program 
includes disciplinary procedures. "Kids need to take 2 years of health education, and 
bullying is part of the curriculum." Another respondent reported, "We've been doing a lot 
over the years, and this had nothing to do with the legislation. And we haven't even 
changed a lot since the law because we were doing a lot before the law." Another 
respondent indicated that improvements were already in-process before the law was 
passed. "Before law passed, a committee was in place, so we already had a movement in 
our town to examine practices about social education. So when [the anti-bullying 
mandate] became a law, this committee was able to assume review of current practice 
and play a key role in developing a more formal anti-bullying prevention plan that was 
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required for 2010 year. So, there was not really a change in how we did things because 
the committee was in place." 
Post-law approach 
Informants described the school district's current anti-bullying approach implemented 
following the mandate in School District A as consistent or comprehensive most often. 
• "Because ofthe law, we are much more consistent in terms of how we go about 
the process, such as the timeline associated with completing investigations." 
• "We have a pretty comprehensive approach." 
However, one respondent described anti-bullying programming in School District A as 
one-sided, over-emphasizing the response to bullying rather than addressing the 
aggressors. "I feel that the law doesn't impact the students who choose to bully, it only 
impacts the response to bullying." 
Evidence for response to the law 
Several informants mentioned specific activities that were undertaken as a response to the 
law in addition to submitting the DESE required bullying prevention and intervention 
plan and updating local anti-bullying policy to reflect the new mandate. The school 
district initially planned to implement additional anti-bullying curricula and "beef up" 
their existing anti-bullying procedures in alignment with new school policy and the 
DESE regulations. Respondents reflected that the decision to make "small tweaks" in 
their existing program was due to were all that was necessary due to effective, existing 
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programming. These adjustments to programming include: bringing in anti-bullying 
speakers and improving procedures in response to bullying incidents. 
• "We do a lot to bring speakers in to talk to kids about the consequences of their 
actions; how their actions affect the body, mind, spirit...And bullying fits into all 
of this. For example, we brought in a motivational speaker for freshman to talk 
about starting off fresh at high school." 
• "Sure we always addressed [bullying]. .. but not how it was reported and such. 
Each situation was an individual case. There was less of an urgency to add it all 
up and see if there were any themes. Sure they were always handled, but it's more 
formal now." 
Not all respondents perceived a response to the law. The school committee 
respondent did not feel he had enough information to say whether the school district had 
responded to the law. "Soon we will get a report based on changes with the new bullying 
law, but we have not gotten this yet so I can't say much now." 
Effectiveness of the Law 
Effectiveness for bullying prevention 
The majority of informants did not believe implementation of their district's bullying 
prevention and intervention plan (a key requirement of compliance with the law) in their 
school district had been effective in reducing bullying prevention; rather, there was a high 
degree of belief that awareness of and attitudes toward bullying had changed as well as 
hope that change would occur in the long-term. 
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• "Yes [what we have done] has been effective in raising awareness and reviewing 
procedures/policies for examining what we have done and what we do." 
• "In the long run, the more you [communicate bullying is wrong] and kids see 
you're consistent, the less bullying you see." 
Informants cited several reasons for their low degree of belief that the law 
reduced bullying. One of these reasons was that school district informants did not believe 
bullying was a significant problem in their schools. "Overall no [bullying is not a 
problem]. But maybe it isn't reported that often- it might be na!ve to say just "no" 
because it is here in pockets. But it's not an overarching problem that we have, or so 
widespread." Another informant shared this opinion and extended it to cyber-bullying. 
"Personally, I don't see it, but I'll venture to guess that like all schools, there are bullying 
issues. Is it a serious issue? No, but like most districts, I think there is some of it 
happening. I don't think it ' s a major issue. Regarding online bullying, not a major 
problem, but quite sure that we have bullying going on online and that magnifies the 
problem because it's 24/7. But it's not a major problem that I'm aware of." Most of the 
bullying in this district was described as verbal or exclusion, especially at the elementary 
level. 
Another reason for informants' low degree of belief that the law prevents bullying 
includes the perception of the intent of the law being something other than bullying 
prevention. No informant described the law's primary purpose as being to reduce 
bullying in schools. School district informants described the intent of the law as being 
one of three things: awareness, promotion of school safety, and a vehicle for improved 
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documentation: 
• "It has been effective in raising awareness and reviewing procedures/policies 
for examining what we have done and what we do. It has strengthened the 
response for what happens as a result to the victim and perpetrator." 
• "To make people more aware of bullying situations. Bring to forefront that it 
is an issue. For a time, people just thought it just happened and was a part of 
growing up. But things have escalated and clearly action was needed." 
• "Overarching goal is really to provide for the safety of children. Not only 
within schools, but beyond and in the community too." 
• "The law has changed how we report and how we respond to suspected 
bullying. It has made people much more aware of what bullying is and what 
to do about it. Before, they'd skirt around the issue; now they're addressing 
and pursuing it. So the law has really helped with follow-up to a bullying 
incident." 
Compared to other issues facing students, such as alcohol or drug abuse, 
informants described bullying as ranking equal to or higher in priority. For example, one 
school district informant reported that bullying is" ... given a significant amount of 
attention. If I were to rank it among other issues (like drugs/weapons), I'd rank it in the 
top tier of issues within our community." Another informant reported: "I think it might 
get equal or higher priority because of the focus that's been put on it over the last few 
years. There are more programs and speakers coming in about bullying- I think it really 
gets a lot of attention." 
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Effectiveness for response to bullying 
Several respondents indicated their anti-bullying implementation has led to changes in 
how the school district responds to bullying. The superintendent reported that "[The 
mandate] has strengthened the response for what happens as a result to the victim and 
perpetrator." Another respondent reported that their approach in the school district is 
effective based on the lack of negative feedback from parents. "Based on information that 
we've gathered, we've got a pretty effective model; there have been no complaints about 
it [from parents]." 
Potential for negative effects: Burden on school functioning 
Some informants agreed that the law had an impact on school operations: "Defmitely an 
effect- but nothing really destructive in terms of operations for the school. It can be very 
time consuming because of the investigations required, and getting parents involved. 
There are lots of layers for what needs to be done in response to bullying. But it's about 
doing the right thing." Other informants reported that the 2010 mandate has been neither 
a benefit nor a burden to the district. School district informants cited the time required to 
implement new, standardized procedures including the development of the intervention 
plan as being the primary burden to the mandate, but it was not described as having a 
significant impact on operations. 
The impact of the law was also described as having its biggest role in 
documentation. "Across the district, the biggest shift has been paper work now that we 
have to fill out every time there is an incident. This triggers investigation that requires 
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follow-up. It's a more formal process. This is the biggest change in how we do business. 
In the past, teachers have to deal with it and then the principal. Now the principal is 
involved in beginning all the time." 
Adoption 
School district informants described a number of factors that were perceived to be 
involved in the extent of anti-bullying policy, procedures, and curricula adopted by the 
school district. 
Factors promoting adoption of the law 
The primary factor reported as driving the adoption of anti-bullying policy, procedures, 
and curricula was the mandate itself. All informants mentioned that compliance with the 
mandate was important. Another promotional factor is the effect the law has on 
awareness of bullying and its expanded set of tools to address bullying such as enhanced 
monitoring and involvement of law enforcement. "There is now greater attention and 
more focus on [bullying]. There is more monitoring to see trends in the problem and how 
issues are handled. Police can now be involved if needed." 
Student acceptance of anti-bullying prevention as part of school activities was 
also reported as a factor in spreading adoption of the law in School District A. One 
school district informant shared an example of how extracurricular clubs participate in 
anti-bullying efforts. 
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• "Now we have a student group who might do a campaign like Rachel's 
Challenge. These campaigns promote positive behaviors, like we're all in this 
together. So, there are a lot of student led initiatives or campaigns that 
promote wellness and how to treat people the way you want to be treated." 
At the high school level, there are at least two organizations that address issues of 
vulnerability. "At our high school, there are two very active student groups (with teachers 
as advisors): one ... is a gay/student alliance and another is an alliance against 
racism ... They formed to bring awareness to discrimination issues. So we have two 
groups active to try and prevent discrimination towards any specific populations." 
Another factor promoting anti-bullying law adoption is a greater understanding of 
the consequences of bullying. The law, as reported by the majority of school district 
informants, has elevated bullying and its consequences to the forefront of student, 
faculty, and staff consciousness. "Bullying has been an issue both before legislature and 
after. There has been a positive effect in that kids at the high school level realize it' s far 
more serious than it has been recognized before- the consequences are really great. It 
was not always fully understood by everyone." 
Finally, community collaboration to prevent bullying through a community-based 
anti-bullying taskforce has been a driving factor behind the development and 
implementation of the school district ' s implementation plan. "I do know of a community 
team has been put in place- police, fire, school people, reps from different agencies . The 
Youth commission is involved as well. Everyone really has higher sense of focus on this 
issue of bullying." 
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Barriers to adopting the law 
School district informants reported there are some barriers to adopting the anti-bullying 
law. One such challenge is confusion around the definition of bullying. "The term 
bullying gets tossed around. It's still hard to really understand what exactly is or is not 
bullying." Another barrier to adoption is the role of child development and the 
"inevitability" ofbullying as one informant described it. "The cynic in me says that it's 
always going to happen, because that's how kids are. Kind of like spending so much 
money trying to prevent drinking ... knowing that the brain isn't formed enough for kids to 
recognize consequences. Maybe it's kids coming from difficult homes or upbringings 
who will pick on other kids. You'll always have athletes thinking it's cool to pick on 
others who are not. So I don't think it will be eradicated, but we can keep a close watch 
on it." 
Another barrier reported was being able to enable teachers to change their norms 
around reporting bullying, especially at the elementary level. "Staff, loving the children 
as they do, are reluctant to put a child's name down on paper. We have a new saying of 
"when in doubt, fill it out. That has been tough. One teacher tried to handle [bullying] on 
her own, and then something happened again, and never brought it to principal." 
Implementation 
School District A informants communicated a high degree of belief that anti-bullying 
programming had been implemented as planned in their public intervention plan. Two 
major goals of School District A's plan was to improve consistency of response across 
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the district and to speed up the investigation process. There is evidence that this has been 
the case. For example, one informant reported, "Because of the law, we are much more 
consistent in terms of how we go about the process, such as the timeline associated with 
completing investigations." 
One exception to this belief in implementation fidelity is the implementation of 
cyber-bullying curricula. The speed of technology adoption combined with lower 
knowledge of these technologies by adults compared to students were cited by some 
informants as presenting obstacles to preventing bullying as intended by the district. 
"Kids have been victimized and more severe when online .. .it's much easier. . . sitting on a 
phone. Poor kids can't get away from it. The iPhone is everywhere. It used to be when 
you leave school you can leave it completely. Now, it can be the most innocent thing, or a 
joke- trying to be funny, and then someone takes it out of context. So yeah, cyber-
bullying is the real issue I think." The challenge of addressing cyber-bullying is also 
prevalent in elementary schools, a challenge not anticipated by the school district when 
the law was first enacted. "This is becoming an increasing problem. Traditional things 
are now filtering down to elementary schools. Lots of iPods, Instagram, predominantly at 
fourth and fifth grade level. Some children as young as second grade are texting. A first 
grader even has Facebook account." 
The unfunded nature of the 2010 mandate was not perceived as an obstacle to 
implementation of the school district's anti-bullying plan. When asked about whether 
there were financial barriers to implementing bullying prevention activities in the school 
district, one informant reported that "I don't know if it's a strain on resources, but we do 
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spend PD [professional development] time and money on those issues that could have 
gone to other teaching/education issues. But I don't think the anti-bullying is one that 
consumes a lot or leads to a lot of strain. This is something that might vary from district 
to district - demographics play a huge role. The strain on inner-city districts might be 
very different than what we have here." Another respondent reported that anti-bullying 
materials are purchased by the parent-teacher organization and not the school district 
each year. 
Maintenance 
School District A informants reported that they do not plan to make revisions to their 
anti-bullying policy in the near future, apart from adopting the recent amendment 
expanding the scope of the law to include faculty and staff as accountable parties. 
Procedures regarding bullying will be modified to reflect this amendment, but no other 
changes to disciplinary protocol will be made in the next year. The rationale for 
maintaining current procedures was the perception that those procedures were effective. 
"I don't know ifthere is anything that needs to be changed. All of the responses to an 
incident of bullying that I'm aware of have been appropriate." 
The district plans to continue with its focus on education for students and 
professional development for teachers in the next year to ensure that students continue to 
be aware of bullying, particularly around cyber-bullying. Several informants mentioned 
cyber-bullying as being important because it is perceived as a primary driver of current 
bullying prevalence. Another rationale for the school district's focus on cyber-bullying 
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prevention is the change in student behavior online. 
• "Online bullying is the bullying of the 21st century - it leads to an increased 
prevalence of adolescents being bullied. It allows them be anonymous. It can 
really lead to a mob mentality. It's perpetrated through social media that is 
such a key way for students to communicate with each other, so it can really 
be the tool of choice when an aggressor wants to bully someone. Bullying 
online creates a huge isolation issue because the receiver of bullying may 
receive it by himself so that person is completely alone in his or her room 
when it happens. Aggressors can do it without any adult supervision so they 
may say things that they wouldn't otherwise if at school or near adults. If a 
child has a cell phone they can [bully] anywhere anytime." 
• "In some ways, cyber-bullying has gone underground. Students have become 
savvier about what they post. When the law was first out- there were 3 or 4 
cyber hulling incidents right away. I think kids are smarter about it, so they 
don't get caught." 
The district is also working on ways to enhance parent engagement in bullying 
prevention, particularly for those parents who have not yet become part of the anti-
bullying conversation in the community. "The only thing you can really do is continue to 
educate students and teachers, and try to get community/parent buy-in. It helps to expose 
what bullying truly looks like - it ' s not just pushing kids into lockers like some people 
think. So raise awareness. Some parents think that it's just kids who are gay/transgender 
who are the ones to get picked on, but actually kids are more accepting about those things 
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than ever before. There are other issues, or kids get bullied for no apparent reason. So 
educating parents would be key too." 
The current budgetary climate was not reported as being a burden or barrier to 
maintaining anti-bullying programming, although one informant mentioned that another 
area targeted for improvement in the coming years is the adoption of a district-wide 
student information system. There are currently no funds allocated in School District A's 
budget for such a system according to that informant. 
Some informants were critical of the law as not going far enough. "One thing is 
that the new state law doesn 't have any criminal penalties. The law says this is what you 
have to do- have to report and such- but there aren't a lot of teeth in the law. It could be 
stronger. I think they did a good job at defining bullying, and how to recognize it, but 
that could be clearer as well.. .like around what we should be looking for." 
Fulfillment of Public Health Core Functions 
Assessment 
School District A does not maintain a district-wide electronic information system that 
tracks disciplinary incidents, but it does track statistics by school in stand-alone computer 
systems. "Yes, we're required to -we have computer based files that tracks incidents. 
We need to do this across schools and across district. A student could go across all 
schools, so want to know if student had similar issue in previous schools .. .is it a 
perpetuating problem? So statistics are tracked, and we can also track incidents for a 
particular aggressor/victim." 
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School District A does not produce regular reports of bullying incidents apart 
from those reviewed by the administrative team at the school and district levels and those 
required by the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. Statistics on 
bullying are reported annually to the DESE as part of the required disciplinary report and 
to the school committee but are not made publically available unless requested. 
Assurance 
School district informants reported several different elements of anti-bullying 
programming that were the result of the 20 1 0 mandate. In addition to assessment 
activities, these specific programmatic elements include promotion of cultural paradigm 
shifts, adoption of age-specific cunicula, improving clarity around consequences of 
bullying, standardizing reporting, formalization of disciplinary procedures, provision of 
faculty/staff professional development, and fostering productive relationships with law 
enforcement and parents. 
Promotion of cultural paradigm shifts. The most powerful impact of school-based 
anti-bullying efforts in District A was the shift in culture toward an environment where 
all parties reject bullying. In this vein, school informants did not distinguish specific 
populations as needing specific interventions (e.g., disabled, LGBT population) because 
bullying affects all students. "Bullying does not affect a typical population- it's not like 
it's just special needs groups, or different racial groups. It can really cross all 
boundaries." School informants did not discuss bullying response as a "zero tolerance" 
approach at anytime during the interviews. 
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Adoption of age-specific curricula. School district informants mentioned that the 
mandate legal requirement to adopt age-appropriate, evidence-based curricula was 
appropriate and important for success of anti-bullying efforts. However, respondents did 
indicate it was a challenge to identify programmatic interventions at the high school 
level. 
Improving clarity about definitions, procedures, and consequences of bullying. 
School District A informants cites the specificity of bullying programming as being an 
important consequence of the law. "Most important change was that now there are 
specific steps; definitions, consequences; these are good changes. They remove the 
ambiguity of what is/is not bullying." School district informants also reported that raising 
awareness about the specific disciplinary results of bullying was important to ensure 
prevention. "The consequence can run the gamut from verbal warning, parent 
involvement, mediation, could be disciplinary consequence (detention/suspension), police 
involvement, etc. It depends on the severity of the bullying action." 
Standardizing reporting. One change to programming was the promotion of 
reporting bullying using processes that are visible and widely communicated. In School 
District A, students, parents, and employees can report bullying. 
Formalization of disciplinary procedures. In School District A following the 
implementation of the law, the district codified its bullying disciplinary procedures from 
identification to resolution. In School District A, school principals are responsible for 
making the determination whether a reported series of incidents rises to the level of 
bullying. "All reports go to the principal - he then conducts the investigation. He talks to 
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the teacher, then each student separately, and then makes the determination if it was level 
of bullying. If yes, then we institute the discipline which could be in or out of school 
detention. A letter will be sent home to both parties saying that discipline has been 
merited. Parents have the option to come into school to talk about if they would like 
more information, or to refute the disciplinary action." 
Provision of professional development for staff School District A provides some 
professional development at the beginning of the school year for teachers and staff. 
During these in-service sessions, handbook policies and procedures are reviewed. "There 
are plenty of opportunities for discussion or questions around the guidelines. New 
teachers get more in-depth training about policies/procedures, and what to do. They are 
instructed on who to get involved and when so that an incident is brought to the right 
people. We don't want them ever to have to wonder what they should do or if they 
should act when there is a bullying situation." 
Fostering productive relationships with parents and the community. School 
district informants described how the law prompted the district to enhance its community 
outreach, specifically to parents around the issue of cyber-bullying. "Yes, we have 
workshops for students and parents. We have some evening events where parents are 
invited to come and learn more about how to set up precautionary safety's on computer 
and such. How to shut things off. .. better monitoring. And people recently have come in 
to speak about parents ' or kids' experience if they've had issues with cyber-bullying. We 
do this around drugs/alcohol as well." 
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Policy Development 
School District A had adopted an anti-bullying policy prior to the 2010 anti-bullying 
mandate, but chose to revise it when the law was enacted. The School Committee's 
policy subcommittee revised the anti-bullying policy twice. It was first revised during 
legislative debate as part of the School committee's regular review of bullying policy. 
When the Massachusetts Association of School Committees developed and disseminated 
a model anti-bullying policy, School District A reviewed their policy for alignment with 
the MASC model policy. School District A adopted the MASC model policy with very 
little modification in early 2011, and that policy was still in place at the time the case 
study interviews occurred. "We adopted the MASC model policy in large part to ensure 
that we weren't missing anything from the law that we were supposed to include [in the 
district's policy] so we were compliant." 
Summary 
School District A revised their local anti-bullying policy following the legislation and 
adopted procedures aligned with that policy, primarily driven by the mandate. The school 
district responded to the mandate with a focus on promoting education about bullying. 
Improved awareness of bullying and its impact have supported the promotion of school 
culture focused on positive relationships. Student and parent engagement are viewed as 
critical in ensuring bullying does not occur. While an important topic for the district, 
other public health problems such as substance use and abuse or lack of parental 
involvement are also issues for students. Informants reported that the impact of the law 
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has improved reporting and documentation of bullying, but has played a minimal role in 
preventing bullying in schools. Cyber-bullying continues to evolve and is an important 
future target for School District A anti-bullying programming. 
Results: School District B 
School District B Description 
School District B is a suburban, Title I designated school district with a student 
enrollment between 1,000 and 3,000 students. Students in School District B are 
predominantly White and reside in an affluent community with a median annual 
household income of approximately $78,000. School district informants described a very 
low level of violence across the communities served by the regional school district. 
"We're a tiny district with a lot of support, so not much happens [in terms of violence] ." 
Over 95 percent of student high school district graduates in School District B pursue 
education following graduation. 
Case Study Participation 
Five school district informants participated in the case study B: the superintendent, an 
administrator responsible for curriculum and technology, a high school principal, a 
middle school principal, and an administrator responsible for special education. Six other 
potential informants (the athletic director, an elementary school principal, school 
committee chair, chiefs of police, and a parent-teacher organization representative) were 
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invited to participate in an interview but were unable to participate due to time 
constraints. 
Penetration of Knowledge 
All school district informants were aware of the legislative mandate at the time of 
interview, becoming familiar with it by following the law's development in the press and 
through the school district's school climate committee charged with examining policies 
and procedures affecting student safety. 
• "There was obviously a lot ofbuzz after the incident in South Hadley." 
• "I became aware of the law a few months before it was passed because there was 
a lot of press about it." 
• "We started a school climate task force [before the law]. Staff and parents brought 
up behavioral issues, and this included bullying, and we followed it when the law 
was being passed so we could align it with what we were doing." 
Informants were familiar in general with the components of the 2010 mandate and 
distinguished bullying from other forms ofharassment. All informants were able to name 
at least two of the three components of the bullying definition included as part of the 
legislation (repetition and power imbalance). While no informant specifically mentioned 
intent to harm as part of the definition of bullying, the specific cases described by several 
informants elucidated that component. 
In addition to the definition of bullying, informants were able to describe the 
majority of provisions of the 2010 mandate. These provisions included the development 
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and submission of a bullying prevention and intervention plan to DESE, adoption of 
specialized curricula for special education students, adoption of age-appropriate 
evidence-based bullying prevention curricula, staff training, and reporting bullying to law 
enforcement and/or the state. None of the informants specifically discussed the adoption 
of a school district anti-bullying policy following the mandate although there was 
mention of a policy being present in the school district's student handbooks. 
Reach of the Law 
Pre-law approach 
School district informants described their pre-law approach to preventing bullying as 
educational, but locally developed and implemented. Prior to the law, both the middle 
and high school had adopted anti-bullying curricula. "We had existing program for 
middle school and high school. It was part and parcel of our health programming." 
However, bullying was addressed at the elementary level by promoting socio-emotional 
well-being within daily instruction, rather than an anti-bullying curriculum. 
Post-law approach 
In the first year of the district's response to the mandate, the focus was on compliance 
with the law. "It was an exercise in compliance." School District B developed an anti-
bullying prevention and intervention plan for their district in response to DESE 
regulation. Their plan adopted in large part the model intervention plan of DESE, with a 
specific focus on two areas: adoption of developmentally appropriate curricula and 
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specification of formal disciplinary procedures to address behavior issues that may be 
bullying. For example, in contrast to their pre-law approach, the school district adopted a 
specific anti-bullying curriculum for the elementary schools. One informant described the 
focus of the post-law approach as being the whole child. "You do look at the whole child. 
It's not just the brain that comes to school. It's the heart. . .it's the soul, it's the body. 
Every aspect of a child comes to school every day, and it's important that we do the best 
we can with the resources we have in the time allotted to try to help, affect, and change 
all aspects of that child whether its emotional, academic . .. whatever the case may be." 
Evidence for response to the law 
School District B informants described the activities undertaken in response to the law as 
those to demonstrate compliance, beginning by submitting their bullying prevention and 
intervention plan. A primary focus of their compliance activities was an improvement in 
documenting disciplinary actions to ensure better identification of bullying. "That was a 
big piece in the law, that we weren't looking over time to see if students have had a 
pattern of issues." They also developed forms for reporting bullying that they plan to 
revise during the 2013-2014 school year. 
Effectiveness of the Law 
Effectiveness for bullying prevention 
School District B informants reported mixed feelings about whether the law was effective 
in preventing bullying. One informant, while not sure about the quantifiable impact of the 
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law on bullying, thought that "by default, there ' s been some impact because it's on the 
radar." However, most informants did not believe the law had been effective. 
• "It has not been effective because we're trying to legislate children's behavior. 
Many levels removed from the law, it's very difficult [to do] ... we achieved 
somewhat the goal of accountability. Bullying is so complex that it's not like 
there is a simple linear solution that you can legislate. If there was, schools would 
have already implemented it." 
• "Sometimes we're focused on the very small things that we can create legislation 
for and it gives us a feeling like we're managing something very big going on, but 
we're not." 
• "No the law itself has not had any bearing. I think it has to do more with the 
culture that you will develop ... We did have some significant issues ofbullying 
prior to my taking on my role . . . people felt that issues were not being attended 
to .. .. The bullying law forced a discussion and a focus on developing better 
reporting mechanisms, core value processes in the elementary and middle schools 
to help conversations take place, mechanisms where kids could share and trouble 
shoot problems ... The fact that we have a law isn't going to stop a kid from doing 
what a kid is going to do. What is does is prompt the adults to take action and 
force them to create an environment that can better handle it." 
• "I'm not sure, given the nature of the balance of power piece, that you can ever 
fully prevent bullying ... but a common language, giving kids tools, and giving a 
consistent response ... it provides structure around a very complex issue in society. 
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It ' s not just kids who bully one another ... it happens with adults doing the same 
thing to one another. But I think what the law does is it provides opportunities for 
people to understand bullying better, the consequences that can come out of 
bullying, but also provides structure and support to kind of respond bullying. 
Uniform structure that is." 
Bullying was not described as being a problem in the district at the time of 
interview. However, it is certainly considered as a top issue for the school district to 
address due to the legislation. Some informants did not agree with the prioritization of 
anti-bullying over other problems such as drugs, alcohol, and student mental health. "The 
number one issue is anxiety and pressure to perform academically by a landslide. 
Students tend to be independent, problem solve, and they' re in a community where these 
is a lot of support. Resiliency is also an issue, as is student mental health in 
general. . . raising resilient children and fmding an emotional balance .. . we have more kids 
with behavioral and mental health issues, but not necessarily more IEPs, than we ever did 
before with younger population." 
Compared to other issues facing students, such as alcohol or drug abuse, 
informants described bullying as ranking equal to or lower in priority. 
• "Bullying is equal in importance as everything else." 
• "Bullying does not really come up that often at administrative meetings. It's not 
like we say 'oh my gosh, what's happening with the kids.' Bullying doesn't come 
up that often." 
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Effectiveness for response to bullying 
Some school district informants indicated their anti-bullying implementation has led to 
changes in how the school district responds to bullying, particularly in consistency across 
the district in how each incident of harassment is documented and handled. 
• "The law forced schools to document [bullying]. Otherwise, it might not have 
been written down." 
• "It's important to keep the record and carry it through. If a parent comes in 
and says, 'This is been happening since sixth grade and no one ' s ever done 
anything about it.' A big gap prior to the legislation was .. .I don't know 
anything that happened in the middle school. There's no documentation about 
that. But now if you maintain the document with the child you can say, yes, I 
can see this happened in sixth grade . .. seventh grade ... that's something we 
hear at the high school level." 
Another change is in how leadership approaches bullying, shifting from a reactive 
posture to a more proactive style where students feel they have a trusted adult to whom 
they can report issues. 
• "We are obligated to work within the guidelines of school policy and within 
the confines of the law. The law allows district to district the protocols being 
the same law, whereas prior to the law it might have been, ' oh wait a minute? 
How do we things?' We're required to do certain things no matter what 
district we ' re in and that's the protocol we need to follow each and every time 
a student, parent, teacher files a complaint." 
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• "The people responsible for 'enforcing' the bullying law ... their lens on it 
plays a big role. If you are a student-focused principal who sees their role as 
helping students develop, you do more to create a culture that supports 
conversation about it. If you are more minimalist or think it's all a bunch of 
hooey, you will do what you need to do to check those boxes, but you aren't 
going to try to create a culture. 'There's no problem unless I hear about it so I 
am not going to go look for it.' And I think we're a little more like that earlier 
on, and now it's more proactive student management." 
• "We're trying to give students tools and a common vocabulary about how to 
handle a situation if something were to arise. Students are going to continue to 
get in conflicts and have been getting in conflicts for a long time .. .it's part of 
adolescence trying to figure out who you are and navigation social situations. 
I think if we have a common language and we are consistent about how we 
handle it, students feel that they have a trusted adult that they can go to report 
something ... the lines of communication are open, students don't feel as 
though 'I told someone about it and nothing happened."' 
One informant mentioned that the mandate forced principals to acknowledge the 
roll of cyber-bullying in the classroom. "One change big change I see is I think before the 
law you could say '[cyber-bullying] didn't happen in my building ... it's not my problem.' 
But now ... schools are required to address that. Ifthere's a major incident that occurred 
online outside of school and it's going to affect students' ability to learn during the 
school day then we are required to respond to what went on. I found more and more over 
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the last several years kids taking screenshots and making sure that they could show us 
what was happening outside of school and I think that's a good thing." 
Potential for negative effects: Burden on school functioning 
School informants were either neutral about whether the law had an adverse effect on 
school operations or sure that the law placed a burden on the district. One example of the 
law being disruptive was its role in the special education (SPED) program with respect to 
bullying identification. According to one respondent, the legal definition of bullying has 
had an unintended consequence in special education. "In SPED, parents will use any 
resources at their disposal to enhance their child's services. Parents use outside experts to 
help them play the bullying card when parents want school districts to fund private 
tuition. Typically, in those cases, the child is not typically bullied in my judgment. Once 
the word is used, and an expert says it's bullying, it's out there." This informant also 
described an increased focus of his/her role as a special education administrator in 
ensuring adequate investigation of bullying within the SPED population to protect the 
school from liability based on failure to prevent bullying. 
Another perspective shared by some informants was the challenge of being a 
school district at this time when schools are being asked to address so many social issues. 
"We're in a really interesting stage because the push is on for accountability in 
achievement through testing, but I think we 're morphing into much more of a social 
services agency as a school. We can fight it, but I don't think we 're going to be able to 
stop it. I think that ' s hard for people on the inside to really wrap their brain around. If you 
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went into teaching, especially at the secondary level, you went in with a content focus 
that you were passionate about and wanted to share with people and now that's one small 
piece of what you do in a day. There 's a lot of support and counseling we provide to 
students." 
Adoption 
School district informants described a number of factors that were perceived to be 
involved in the extent of anti-bullying policy, procedures, and curricula adopted by the 
school district. 
Factors promoting adoption of the law 
The primary factor reported as driving the adoption of anti-bullying policy, procedures, 
and curricula was the importance of legal compliance, particularly around documentation. 
"Documentation is key in the adoption of this legislation. It really changed how I 
documented student conflict." Another factor reported for its role in promoting adoption 
was alignment across leadership around fostering a positive, healthy school culture. 
Recent turnover in administrative leadership roles enabled the district to address the way 
that bullying was handled from curriculum through identification and discipline. 
Another factor promoting adoption is the relevance of bullying prevention to 
students, especially in comparison to other initiatives such as the implementation of the 
new educator evaluation system or the PARC testing initiative. "I don't see anything that 
is going on right now as having an effect on the bullying legislation. The majority of 
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educators are first and foremost focused on the kids. That's what makes all these other 
initiatives seem that much more stressful because they can't see the connection about 
how this helps the kids or help them help the kids." Several respondents also mentioned 
their small school district size as being an important factor in both adopting an anti-
bullying culture as well as ensuring harassment did not escalate into bullying. "We're a 
tiny district. We only have [a small number of] kids district wide. It's hard for things to 
get lost in the shuffle." 
Barriers to adopting the law 
School district informants reported there are some barriers to adopting the anti-bullying 
law. One barrier mentioned by respondents is competing priorities. "I would be surprised 
if a lot of districts are hyper-focused on this, so maybe we are taking too casual 
approach? It was a hot topic and dropped off, and then every conversation in my job life 
groups is focusing on DESE new teacher evaluation, PARCC and MCAS. Bullying 
flared ... we grumbled. We put it in. And then it took a back seat to everything else." 
Another barrier mentioned is a lack of understanding around the defmition of 
bullying. Several informants mentioned confusion about what constitutes bullying among 
students, staff, and parents, and particularly around the consequences of bullying. 
• "There was a lot of confusion on the part of staff, students, parents 
about. .. this legislation. After the law was passed, I found a lot of students 
would say, ' It's illegal to bully. You could be thrown in jail.' I also found a lot 
of confusion around the differences between bullying and teasing. It's tricky. 
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It's definitely a fine line. I think over time in my experience kids have become 
a little more educated as parents and staff about what's the difference between 
bullying and teasing. You know . .. it's a pattern . . . a difference in power. 
• "In terms of parent understanding, obviously we 've all been very sensitized to 
bullying and the term bullying. But I do find that once an unkind comment is 
described as bullying, certainly by children, it sticks . .. the term is meant to 
describe a pattern of behavior." 
Another barrier reported by two informants was the nature of cyber-bullying 
occurring off school grounds. "If we do not have any evidence that it is impacting the 
school, we ask the parent to alert the police and that's all we can do." Finally, the lack of 
approved anti-bullying curricula by DESE has presented some challenges. "DESE didn't 
offer us any model lessons. They wanted everything to be pre-approved but they didn't 
give us a list. .. give us a point of direction for research." This informant also mentioned 
that not having an evidence-based high school curriculum on the DESE approved list was 
a major barrier to adopting the mandate. 
Implementation 
School district informants reported that implementation occurred as they had planned, 
with an initial hiccup in the beginning with their bullying prevention and intervention 
plan submission to DESE. "Our first submission was missing a very minor reference so it 
got sent back to us. We were on board with the spirit of the law. It just got bounced back 
and we ended up on the unapproved status, and we were like you've got to be kidding 
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me. It made it feel with little to do with what we were trying to do and more about a 
checklist." It also took some time to develop the forms and reporting mechanisms to 
ensure full implementation of their plan. 
Informants reported that the unfunded mandate affected their choice of 
programming to implement. One informant said there were no challenges in finding 
funding to be compliant with the law, but funding definitely influenced their choice of 
curriculum. "We've been able to work everything in to existing staff, and we went with 
the MARC resources even though they were not on the approved list. If we had gone to 
the Olweus program, that would have been an outlay of money, and we would have had 
to make adjustments in the budget. We have a decent amount of money we commit to 
new curriculum initiatives each year so it may have been just moving that up on the 
priority list. I wouldn't want to be looking down the barrel of not being able to make 
ends meet and having to implement it." Another informant said "One big challenge with 
the law is that it is a mandate. There is no suitcase of money that comes along with the 
law and says here you go. Here's some money so you can implement this now. The anti-
bullying mandate did not have a lot of dollars attached to it so districts were scrambling 
to find resources to bring it." 
Maintenance 
School District B informants did not report that their district would be making changes to 
their anti-bullying policy. The school district plans on reviewing their curricula as part of 
a regular cycle review of all instruction and supporting materials. They also plan to 
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review their disciplinary action forms to ensure that documentation is sufficient in 
meeting the legal requirements of the mandate. 
One other area mentioned by informants for potential improvement is their cyber-
bullying curricula. "I love technology, but there is an isolating component to it. There's 
an anonymity of technology where kids can't really see the consequences of their actions, 
so I think we will have to devote time and energy to helping them how to help them 
develop interpersonal skills as they go out into the workplace." Another informant 
mentioned helping parents to address cyber-bullying. 
Fulfillment of Public Health Core Functions 
Assessment 
School District B adopted a district-wide student information system recently. "We use 
[name of system] to track statistics which will give us a way to track bullying. We also 
have forms." The school district reports annually on disciplinary actions taken by the 
district to the DESE, but does not release statistics on bullying to the public. 
Assurance 
School district informants reported several different elements of anti-bullying 
programming that were the result of the 2010 mandate. In addition to assessment 
activities, these specific programmatic elements include promotion of a positive school 
culture, adoption of age-specific curricula, trusted adult-child relationships, standardizing 
reporting, formalization of disciplinary procedures, provision of professional 
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development for staff, and fostering productive relationships with law enforcement. 
(Parent engagement was not mentioned by any informant.) 
Promotion of a positive school culture. All school district informants mentioned 
the importance of promoting a culture that supports positive relationships. "You have to 
develop a climate in your building where the expectation is that you treat other people 
kindly and are taught skills in dispute resolution." 
Adoption of age-specific curricula. The school district recently adopted a new 
anti-bullying curricula created by the Massachusetts Aggression Reduction Center. 
School district informants mentioned that the mandate legal requirement to adopt age-
appropriate, evidence-based curricula was appropriate although the requirement by DESE 
to select an approved curricula was a challenge. 
Trusted adult-child relationships. Some respondents mentioned the importance of 
establishing one-to-one trusted relationships between adults and children at school, 
especially in the context of a small school district. With respect to SPED students, one 
informant mentioned "We're small and students get to know their service providers. If we 
feel a student is vulnerable, we're on that." 
Standardizing reporting. One change to programming was the promotion of 
reporting bullying using processes that are visible and communicated through their 
school handbooks. In School District B, students, parents, staff, and members of the 
community can report bullying. 
Formalization of disciplinary procedures. In School District B following the 
implementation of the law, the district defined its bullying disciplinary procedures from 
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identification to resolution. In School District B, school principals are responsible for 
making the determination whether a reported series of incidents rises to the level of 
bullying. "The report form gets sent to the principal when it comes in. The principal 
evaluates it and reports it to law enforcement if it bordering on a crime." 
Provision of professional development for staff School District B provides 
professional development at the beginning of the school year for teachers and staff. 
During these in-service sessions, handbook policies and procedures are reviewed. "We 
have three professional days built in for staff, and I think we have 6 half days throughout 
the year. We used two of our opening professional days and built bullying training into 
one of them. An outside speaker did it. Teachers have done well under the model. 
Nothing has come to me at my level about them having concerns." Special education 
teachers do not received specialized training. 
Fostering productive relationships with law enforcement. School district 
informants described how the law provided an opportunity for the district to collaborate 
with law enforcement, specifically around the issue of cyber-bullying. "We have a 
collaborative relationship. We do not have an SRO. We're so small, we interface with the 
chief or detective on call. The Newtown incident has motivated us to have a stronger 
collaboration with the police department." 
Policy Development 
School District B had a pre-existing anti-bullying policy prior to the mandate. While no 
respondent mentioned their policy directly, the district's policy manual online indicates 
223 
that there have been changes to the policy following the mandate. The policy has many 
elements of the model MASC bullying prevention policy. 
Summary 
School District B revised their approach to bullying to comply with the mandate. The 
school district responded to the mandate with a focus on ensuring appropriate disciplinary 
procedures were codified and documentation of bullying was complete. Improved 
tracking of bullying longitudinally over the course of a student's tenure has been the 
hallmark of School District B 's approach, allowing for the identification of patterns in 
behavior that were previously not recognized. While informants agree that bullying 
prevention is important, all informants reported that the law has not prevented bullying 
from occurring. There is confusion regarding the components and consequences of the 
law perceived by students and parents. The school district is focused on finding better 
anti-bullying curricula in the future, particularly in the area of cyber-bullying. 
Results: School District C 
School District C Description 
School District C is a large, urban, Title I designated school district with a student 
enrollment over 20,000 students. School District C also operates several Chapter 74 
approved programs. School District C serves a student population that is primarily non-
White and low-income. Students reside in a community with a median annual household 
income of approximately $40,000. Respondents described the level of violence in the 
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community as typical for an urban setting but not a big problem. "We have so many 
different kinds of kids. There is some level of violence, but we do really well with it. Is 
violence an issue every day? Absolutely not." Gang violence was reported by some 
respondents. "[Location] is a city and has gang issues, but it is generally safe to walk the 
streets in vast majority of neighborhoods." 
Case Study Participation 
Five school district informants participated in the case study C: two school safety 
officers, an administrator responsible for developing health curriculum across the district, 
a school committee member with more than 10 years of service, and the school district 
athletic director. Five school principals were invited to participate in an interview but 
were unable to participate due to time constraints. The school district did not recommend 
that interviews be conducted with the superintendent or district level leadership. 
Penetration of Knowledge 
All school district informants were aware of the legislative mandate at the time of 
interview, becoming familiar with it after learning about the South Hadley suicide or by 
reading the news coverage of the legislative process to create the mandate. 
• "We all were made aware [of the law] with the seriousness of South Hadley that 
this issue is now in the forefront. A young girl lost her life, and the Governor took 
a very strong stance." 
225 
• "[The law] was intended to address the issue ofbullying after the tragedy in South 
Hadley." 
• "Pretty much a little bit before it came out. I think it was signed in 2010. I became 
a little bit aware of the law just reading articles." 
Informants were familiar in general with at least one component ofthe 2010 
mandate and often described it as "aggression" rather than harassment. All informants 
were able to name or describe the repetitive component of the bullying definition 
included as part of the legislation. Only one respondent named all three components 
(repetition, intent to harm, and power imbalance). 
• "It's been a learning experience because not every event is classified bullying. A 
guidance counselor would sit down with the family and tell them it's not 
something that happens once. It's repetitive." 
• "The first time isn't usually bullying. It can be verbal, physical assault. But to 
watch to see if it is something that is repeated. I just think it's an aggressive 
behavior. It's intentional and I think it involves an imbalance in power or 
strength. Usually it is repeated over time." 
In addition to the definition of bullying, informants were able to describe the 
majority of provisions of the 2010 mandate. These provisions included the adoption of a 
school district anti-bullying policy, development and submission of a bullying prevention 
and intervention plan to DESE, adoption of age-appropriate evidence-based bullying 
prevention curricula, staff training, and reporting bullying to law enforcement and/or the 
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state. No respondent identified the adoption of specialized curricula for special education 
students as part of the 20 10 mandate. 
Reach of the Law 
Pre-law approach 
School district informants described their pre-law approach to preventing bullying as 
well-established with a focus on discipline and implementing age-appropriate curricula. 
"We had a history of doing anti-bullying education to all students before the law. We 
were working a curriculum for middle school kids called [name of curriculum] before the 
law ever came. We were thinking about how to handle aggressors and what role 
bystanders play. We had a curriculum in the elementary school, teaching youngsters how 
to control impulse. I feel like we've always worked on this issue." Another respondent 
described how bullying was addressed prior to the law. "As a former building principal, 
before the law, I did an investigation and did some mediation to resolve the issue." 
Post-law approach 
School District C' s response to the mandate was focused on demonstrating compliance 
by formalizing and documenting their existing anti-bullying practices, which is a 
disciplinary, zero-tolerance approach. "The message to bullies [in School District C] is 
zero tolerance." School District C developed an anti-bullying prevention and intervention 
plan for their district in response to DESE regulation and then rolled it out. "In [location 
of School District C] , we rolled out the mandate as was required. We met with school 
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officials, parents, stakeholders, agencies, an intervention group we work with ... we met 
with the juvenile court, the city probation department. . . we really kind of looked at how 
does the law work? If you have a 9 year old who is an aggressor, how does this work? 
We met with our stakeholders, got the input we needed, and that went into what we did." 
Evidence for response to the law 
School District C informants described primarily procedural changes that were 
undertaken in response to the law in order to comply with it and a review and adaptation 
of their health curriculum around evidence-based practice. A primary activity was the 
development of procedures to enable reporting, investigation, and interventions for 
aggressors. One respondent said some changes were made to how the district tracks 
bullying. "Bullying added as an infraction to our student database system." 
One activity enhanced in response to the law was training for staff, students, and 
parents specifically focused on bullying. Several informants mentioned that the district 
began working more closely with the district attorney's office following the mandate on 
performing outreach and education to parents. 
• "In addition to the staff training, there is also training for all students. We have a 
few different grade-appropriate videos ... K through 3, 4 through 6, 7 through 8, 
etcetera. Schools are mandated, and I hate to use the word mandated, to see a 
video once during first four weeks of the year." 
• "I think it's important that people are reminded about bullying all the time. We 
provide parent workshops. We ... provide parent workshops where parents can 
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come to the workshops with [name of individual] and we show them what we 
show the children. We give them some tips and show them steps to take. Many 
schools also conduct their own anti-bullying workshops and programs." 
• "We have a great relationship with the DA's office. He does a lot in this area and 
holds several conferences on bullying in the [name of school district] area." 
The school district also reviewed their curricula against evidence-based anti-
bullying practices in the literature and made changes to their curriculum. 
Effectiveness of the Law 
Effectiveness for bullying prevention 
Most school district informants did not report that the law as implemented in their school 
district had been effective in reducing bullying prevention; rather, there was a high 
degree ofbeliefthat the law has increased awareness of bullying and the systems 
associated with preventing it. While most informants believed that the law has not 
prevented bullying, most informants described the intent of the law as bullying 
prevention and promoting safety overall. 
• "[The law] doesn't necessarily prevent [bullying], but it does raise awareness. It ' s 
not just a new problem. We all know this is an age-long problem. But it does give 
administrators the resources to address it properly and to work with students who 
are constant aggressors. The message 'hey you need to stop that' is not enough. 
By having the law, it brings that light onto this issue and obligates all of us to pay 
attention and to provide resources for both the target and the aggressor." 
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• "[The intent of the law is] to address the aggressive behavior students can make 
against each other and to make all students feel safe and secure walking into a 
building and not be intimidated, harassed, made to feel that they are not welcome, 
that they are alone ... all of the issues of subtle aggression or overt aggression have 
an individual. .. to prevent them." 
• "[The intent] is to protect our students first and foremost. The law itself 
recognizes over the years ... thinking back to our years in schoo 1 ... as we become 
educated, we realize how actions of others effect our students. Bullying affects 
learning negatively. We need to ensure a safe environment for student learning 
and students feel comfortable." 
Compared to other issues facing students, such as alcohol or drug abuse, 
informants described bullying as ranking equal in priority. For example, one school 
district informant reported "Bullying is as important as everything else. The law has 
given us a light and tools to work with just as we have tools for mental health. We've 
called it something now, so now it is as important. Everyone realizes it. Aggression in 
kids only gets worse if it's not dealt with. There's a real commitment to addressing it." 
Another informant reported: "Alcohol, bullying ... they're all important priorities and are 
not different. Any harmful behavior to student athletes ... if they are harming their bodies, 
involved with hazing, or people are bullying them ... well-being matters. They all the 
matter the same level." 
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Effectiveness for response to bullying 
Some school district informants indicated their anti-bullying implementation has led to 
changes in the tools that administrators have to address bullying. Other respondents 
indicated the law has changed how the school district responds to bullying, particularly in 
consistency across the district in how each incident of harassment is documented and 
handled across the tenure of a student in the school system. 
• "Since the law came into effect, all principals have all the tools they need to 
investigate bullying. That has been true for every school principal and every 
building throughout the district. Once someone is notified, they have to fill out 
the bullying incident reporting form and then that goes under investigation by 
the assistant principal at the school. Regardless of the result, the incident form 
and administrative investigative report gets sent to the safety office. I 
document the incident and make sure the appropriate steps have been done 
right. If it was found positive for bullying, I do the intervention." 
• "What the law has done is made us document the instances in a better way. 
And with kids moving from building to building, the law helps us track it. 
Let's say I am beginning to flourish as an aggressor now that I've moved from 
elementary to middle school. You can put those pieces together a little easier 
and look at what was done before. Where are we with our intervention? 
Where do we need to go? The law has organized it, but I was proud of the 
work we were already doing that we did not need to reinvent the wheel too 
much." 
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The law has also empowered adults to become more active in reporting bullying. 
This includes staff other than teachers such as bus drivers and custodians. 
• "We teach our bus drivers to report bullying ... and they do." 
• "Teachers have always been addressing these behaviors. This is nothing new, 
but it puts a different responsibility on adults. Kids don't always tell the whole 
story. Targets are afraid of retaliation and what other kids will think of them 
because they told. Teachers now know how to keep the door open. Kids now 
feel like they can have a relationship with an adult to help them. If Joe who 
cleans up the cafeteria and who is always nice to me and says hello, he might 
be my safe person. 'Hey Joe, this kids really bothering me, what should I do?' 
And now Joe can give that kid procedural advice and can assure the kid that 
he can report it for him or take it to the assistant principal. It made everybody 
who works with kids responsible in the same way. We didn't do that before. 
It's a more open process so kids can report. We train our bus drivers in how to 
write up an incident. 
One respondent mentioned that the law did not change their overall approach to 
the curriculum, despite a review for alignment. "Our curriculum is really not different 
than before the law. It was violence ... aggression prevention. Because we stay in tune, we 
saw bullying way before the law. It gave us an opportunity for a think tank around 
developing a good curriculum." This same respondent did however mention that the law 
has helped change their approach in resolving bullying with the parties involved. "With 
this law it's helped educate people. So people used to put [the target and aggressor] 
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together and do mediations. That's not what works. We had to sit down with the 
principals and explain that, so our approach has changed." 
Potential for negative effects: Burden on school functioning 
Several respondents reported that the law had some effect on school operations, and the 
effect was described as neutral or positive rather than negative. 
• "Bullying has some effect on school operations. Like everything else, it 
affects school climate. If an administrator is not on top of it. .. you've got kids 
who get a subtle message that this is not important. If a teacher sees it and 
dismisses it, it says that. The law has given us an opportunity to talk to parents 
about it and to address maltreatment. To have every staff member in the 
building be part of creating that safe environment, I think that's what the law 
did. This is something every adult in the building can do and intervene on 
some level. It ' s really critical." 
Adoption 
School district informants described a number of factors that were perceived to be 
involved in the extent of anti-bullying policy, procedures, and curricula adopted by the 
school district. 
Factors promoting adoption of the law 
The primary factor promoting mandate adoption in School District C was making a 
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commitment in each school to implement the law. "It's a great policy, and like anything 
else, you struggle with the enforcement and implementation. We've learned from 
principals what's worked and what hasn't worked because we do training at the schools. 
Their input is that it's working because it's been implemented." Another major 
contributing factor to adoption is the extent to which anti-bullying programming was 
already part of school district activities. "We were already doing it, so it was easier to just 
sit down and figure out what was missing." 
Barriers to adopting the law 
Parent engagement in the prevention of cyber-bullying was cited by informants as being 
the primary barrier to fully implementing the law. While School District C has 
undertaken a number of steps to engage parents in conversation around bullying 
prevention, lack of parent knowledge about how to navigate the internet and police their 
children's use of technology is still pervasive. 
• "Working with parents after school is a real place where improvement can be 
made. Parents will report, and great advocates for their children, but working 
with them in terms of interventions. A lot of times parents come in and say, 
'my kid is being bullied. Get him out of that building.' And that doesn't solve 
the problem. Having a better connection with parents is important." 
• "We have great resources for these kids, but we struggle with what happens 
outside." 
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• "I find there is a real lack of supervision around the internet. They don't know 
how to navigate it like kids do, and kids are doing things that are so harmful 
that by the time that it surfaces it is a huge problem. We will write up the plan, 
but what can parents do along the way so it isn't such a huge problem? How 
do we educate parents to supervise their kids on cyberspace? Should your 10 
year old kid have a smartphone. Parents say 'yeah, I'll supervise.' But then, 
they don't set the right parental controls." 
Another barrier to adopting the la.w was the lack of available high school curricula 
addressing bullying and lack of cooperation of some teachers in changing their approach 
to teaching anti-bullying. 
• "It has been difficult to find a high school curriculum. There is a scope and 
sequence we are mapping right now. We're trying to get the high school 
teachers to change their way of teaching. Make your lessons come alive and 
engage in it. That's what we're working on." 
• "I still have to say it to some teachers because they push back. This isn't about 
you, it's about the kids. Every decision we make has to be about the kids." 
Implementation 
School District C informants communicated a high degree of belief that anti-bullying 
programming had been implemented as planned according to their DESE-approved 
bullying prevention and intervention plan. One respondent indicated that their 
implementation had been so successful that their school district has held training events 
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for other school districts. "Other districts tum to us very frequently. We have shared 
some of our models and we have conducted trainings for other school districts on our 
anti-bullying programming." 
Another goal met during implementation was the degree to which response to 
bullying is coordinated across all parties involved in bullying. "We've done a lot, but 
what happened was it made it comprehensive and coordinated. When it's a law it's easier 
to enforce. It really helped coordinate [the response to the law]. We've always dealt with 
health and prevention ... always looking at data and saying there will be no violence 
whether its verbal, physical. .. whatever. What are we doing to prevent that? We were able 
to coordinate prevention and interventions." An example of that coordination is the 
cooperation between the district level social worker and the school-based social workers. 
The district level social worker in the school safety office mentioned, "I do not meet with 
the target. Usually the school social worker works with the target. I complement the work 
of the building social worker." 
Respondents had mixed views about the role of the unfunded nature of the 2010 
mandate as an obstacle to implementation of the school district's anti-bullying plan. 
When asked about whether there were financial barriers to implementing bullying 
prevention activities in the school district, one informant reported that, "It's another 
unfunded mandate, but who's watching it. It was a way for [the legislature] to take care 
of it and get people off our back. Kids are still getting bullied. You have to put money or 
make school systems put money toward it." However, another informant said, "[Bullying 
prevention] is something we ought to be doing anyway, and I'd prefer to have the state 
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generally on matters provide an assist as opposed to a mandate ... provide funds, by 
support, provide guidance, resources, and training. Generally I don't like unfunded 
mandates because they get lumped into a Chapter 70 reimbursement." This same 
informant did not indicate there had been a financial impact on the school district. 
Maintenance 
School District C informants reported that they do not plan to make revisions to their 
anti-bullying policy or programming in the near future. Apart from continuing to try and 
engage parents, no other changes or concerns about maintaining their anti-bullying efforts 
were expressed by informants. 
Fulfillment of Public Health Core Functions 
Assessment 
School District C maintains a district-wide electronic information system that tracks 
disciplinary incidents, including bullying. "Bullying is part of the [name of electronic 
student information system] in the district, and it tracks behavior of children and students 
and teachers report out from it. At the end of the year, we get the number of bullying 
reports that have been input across the district." 
School District C produces regular reports of bullying incidents for review by the 
administrative team at the school and district level and those required by the Department 
of Elementary and Secondary Education. Statistics on bullying are reported annually to 
the DESE as part of the required disciplinary report. While the district does not regularly 
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post aggregate bullying data on their website, respondents indicated data will be made 
available as requested. "We will share bullying data with the school committee if they 
need it. We will also share [bullying data] with media like the Boston Globe. We're very 
transparent." 
The school district maintains a very strict policy of keeping individual reports 
about bullying private. "We do not share [information identifying specific individuals] 
with parents and we don't give names out." 
Assurance 
School district informants reported few aspects of anti-bullying programming that were 
the result of the 2010 mandate; most of their anti-bullying efforts were present before the 
mandate. In addition to assessment activities, these specific programmatic elements 
include formalization of disciplinary procedures, conducting staff training, and 
conducting outreach to parents. 
Formalization of disciplinary procedures. In School District C formalized its 
bullying disciplinary procedures from identification to intervention. In School District C, 
school assistant principals are responsible for making the determination whether a 
bullying report is in fact bullying according to the law and coordinate the entire response 
to bullying, bringing in social workers, parents, and law enforcement if necessary. 
Conducting staff training. School District C provides staff training to all staff, 
including bus drivers. "It's bus drivers, secretaries .. . anyone who interacts with kids so 
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they can identify [bullying] if they see it. A custodian might report it to a teacher to be 
reported." 
Conducting outreach with parents. School district informants described how the 
law provided an opportunity for the district to engage parents to prevent bullying. While 
most respondents described this as an area for continued attention and improvement, the 
district devoted considerable resources to offering trainings and information to parents in 
order to prevent bullying. "Unfortunately, we live in a society where the schools are 
responsible for everything. If it happens outside of school . .. we need parents to partner 
with us." 
Policy Development 
School District C had a pre-existing anti-bullying policy prior to the mandate. School 
District C' s anti-bullying policy is displayed on the school district ' s school committee 
website as part of the school district policy manual. The school district's policy manual 
online indicates that there have been no changes to the policy following the mandate. The 
policy is very similar to the model MASC bullying prevention policy. 
Summary 
School District Chad well-established anti-violence programming in place prior to the 
anti-bullying mandate, from identification of the problem to intervention with the 
aggressor, and focused their response to the law on compliance and enhancement of 
existing systems. The law did not change their approach to bullying, which focuses on 
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discipline and health education. While the law was viewed as being a mechanism for 
bullying prevention, informants did not describe evidence of prevention. The shift in 
epidemiology of bullying toward cyber-bullying has shifted attention of the school 
district toward parent engagement and outreach to community organizations as an area 
for improvement. 
Results: School District D 
School District D Description 
School District D is a large, urban Title I school district. School District D serves over 
10,000 students who are primarily White. Students reside in a generally affluent 
community with a median annual household income of approximately $95,000, although 
informants reported a significant minority of students are low-income. Informants 
described the community as relatively safe for a large metropolitan area. "You can walk 
down the street and feel comfortable." 
Case Study Participation 
Six school district informants participated in the case study D: two assistant 
superintendents, a municipal elected official who was also a parent, and four assistant 
principals. The school district identified two other central office administrators and two 
law enforcement leaders to participate, but neither was able to participate due to time 
constraints. 
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Penetration of Knowledge 
All school district informants were aware of the legislative mandate at the time of 
interview, becoming familiar with it as a result of the case in South Hadley and, for the 
assistant principals, being asked to participate by leadership in a bullying prevention 
committee. Some of the informants reported they had an interest in bullying because of 
their role in providing school discipline. 
• "I became aware of a push for this law in the media. I knew about Phoebe 
Prince's story. We followed the legislation as it moved through the legislature. As 
a school person, I became aware of the existence of the law when it was enacted." 
• "I followed the news in terms of the Phoebe Prince case and I knew that was kind 
of the big impetus of publicity. Not like I was an expert on this by any stretch but 
I saw the events that led up to [the law]. As a citizen, I followed [the law's] 
evolution." 
• "I believe it was in 2010, we had a district-wide committee that was established, 
and I was asked to be on that committee. I was also interested in bully-proofing 
schools." 
Informants were very familiar with the components ofthe 2010 mandate and 
distinguished bullying from other forms of harassment. All informants were able to name 
all three components of the bullying definition included as part of the legislation 
(repetition, intent to harm, and power imbalance). 
• "If it's a one-time incident, then that it isn't bullying. It has to be a repeated 
pattern. For example, if a student very deliberately goes after another student, 
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either teasing or pushing or shoving that student, it would be an aggressor 
targeting another student." 
• "It is the targeted and repeated incidents that make it different [from other 
behaviors]. Sometimes kids are smart enough to know if I go after this one 
kid, I'm a bully. But ifl go after his friends, I won't be. The repeated piece is 
really important. And then there is intent, mean, vindictive part. If they make 
a joke about someone, that's one thing, but if it continues and becomes a 
defining moment for the kid that's bullying ... when the kid [being targeted] 
has no way to respond." 
In addition to the definition ofbullying, informants were able to describe most 
provisions of the 2010 mandate. These provisions included the adoption of a school 
district anti-bullying policy, development and submission of a bullying prevention and 
intervention plan to DESE, adoption of specialized curricula for special education 
students, adoption of age-appropriate evidence-based bullying prevention curricula, and 
staff training. No informant mentioned reporting bullying to law enforcement and/or the 
state as part of the legislation. 
Reach of the Law 
Pre-law approach 
School District D addressed bullying primarily through education rather than disciplinary 
action prior to the anti-bullying mandate. Each school level was using established 
curricula to address socio-emotional health as part of their general curriculum. "We were 
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already using [name of curriculum] and [name of curriculum] before the law. [Name of 
curriculum] was being used in the middle school." The school district had clear 
disciplinary procedures for responding to negative student behaviors, including but not 
distinguishing procedures for responding to bullying from other forms of harassment. 
Post-law approach 
School District D did not change their education-based approach to bullying in their post-
law implementation efforts apart from seeking to demonstrate compliance with the law 
by selecting a research-based curriculum, as will be discussed below. No major changes 
were made to the way in which suspected bullying situations were handled from 
investigation to consequence, apart from ensuring a response was documented and that 
the label of bullying was applied only by a school principal. 
Evidence for response to the law 
Several informants mentioned specific activities that were undertaken as a response to the 
law in addition to submitting the DESE required bullying prevention and intervention 
plan. The primary activity described by informants was the development and roll-out of 
an anti-bullying program. The school district also emphasized external communication in 
their response by putting up an anti-bullying website with their anti-bullying plan and 
data on bullying in the school district. 
Effectiveness of the Law 
Effectiveness for bullying prevention 
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Most school district informants reported that they did not know whether implementation 
of their district's bullying prevention and intervention plan in their school district had 
been effective in reducing bullying. Others who reported a reduction in bullying were not 
sure it was their response to the mandate that brought about that change. 
• "Preventing? My honest answer is I don' t think I know ... because there's no 
control. I mean how would we know if this law wasn't in place? My gut tells me 
in terms of prevention it probably had a modest impact but again that's total 
speculation. I have no evidence to reach that conclusion." 
• "I think to a large degree yes [the law has been successful in preventing bullying] 
but I think it's not sufficiently achieving that goal. I think legislation like 
that. . . doesn't help a school do a good job and sometimes inadvertently do more 
harm than good." 
• "I'd love to attribute the change [in bullying] to the [anti-bullying] program, but I 
think it's about the whole trajectory that students experience from K through 12." 
• "Since starting this program, I don't even know if we've had one incident or 
situation that we've actually defined as bullying at our school." 
Compared to other issues facing students, such as alcohol or drug abuse, 
informants described bullying as ranking equal to or lower in priority. For example, one 
school district informant reported "It's not in the top 3. There are other things that take 
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the top 3." Another respondent indicated that the top problem facing students is academic 
pressure. "The top problem is about grades . . .it's about stress about being successful." 
Effectiveness for response to bullying 
No respondents indicated their anti-bullying implementation has led to major changes in 
how the school district responds to bullying apart from implementing the legally required 
provisions. The approach remains largely educational. The only major change in process 
was to begin measuring bullying at the student level. 
Potential for negative effects: Burden on school functioning 
Some respondents reported that the law has had some effect on school operations. "I 
mean its definitely affected operations, there's no question. Probably the most profound 
impact is the teachers and students and the parents see is that the curriculum has changed. 
I think that's the most visible. Now we have an online anonymous reporting system. That 
did not exist before. We're in a different culture in that . . .I mean it's not as if we were 
ignoring [bullying] before .. .it's definitely It has heightened our awareness and anxiety on 
the part ofthe school when these reports do come." 
Another burden on school functioning is working with parents to ensure they 
understand the law and how it is applied. Some respondents reported having to make 
adjustments to their approach as administrators to ensure that schools are classifying 
student behavior as opposed to parents. "I think the other piece is that according to the 
state 's defmition, bullying is repeated. Parents don' t have that perception. A parent will 
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make a report and say 'my kid is being bullied. ' When we ask questions, people aren't 
recording that there's been a series of incidents. A single incident happens, and there is 
an expectation that the school is going to respond like it's bullying even though it's only 
a single incident. It's kind of an uncomfortable position to be in as an administrator. 
Obviously, we want to be supportive of kids and we want to respond when this stuff 
happens, but it feels funny to say to a parent that [a one-time incident] isn't bullying 
because you feel like you aren't being supportive. It feels like your somehow minimizing 
or sharing the same perception." 
Adoption 
School district informants described a number of factors that were perceived to be 
involved in the extent of anti-bullying policy, procedures, and curricula adopted by the 
school district. 
Factors promoting adoption of the law 
The major factor driving adoption of the law was the mandate itself. One respondent 
underscored the importance of compliance with the law as a driver: "We were trying to 
get the horse out of the gate and get moving on it so we were in line with what we were 
expected to do." 
Another factor promoting adoption of the mandate was district and school 
leadership support for adoption. "Bullying was named as one of the superintendent's 
goals, which I was pleased to see," said one respondent. Another respondent said 
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adoption "definitely needs to be supported by district and building level leaders. Buy-in is 
more difficult otherwise." As a result ofleadership support, committees were created to 
select the curriculum and implement it district-wide prior to their anti-bullying prevention 
and intervention plan being due to the state. This led to an enormous amount of 
productivity in the school district to prepare to address bullying early on. "We started 
[our anti-bullying planning] in August of2010. In mid to late August we were told to 
create an implementation plan, and school start was only 2 weeks. We tried to adapt the 
lessons in a way that we thought was adequate to cover the objectives of the lessons. We 
mapped out different times of the school year that we were going to administer the 
lessons. We tried to phase in the program, meaning we spent a few days in August with 
our team looking at the lesson, writing notes, creating PowerPoint, creating what we 
thought were teacher friendly and student friendly materials to implement the lesson and 
to also give staff an overview of what the lesson entailed. We developed some instruction 
and guidance about how to deliver the message." 
Another factor mentioned by a respondent as being relevant to promoting 
adoption was collective action and collaboration among administrators to develop and 
execute their anti-bullying approach. "It's important to create a space and time for 
support of people who are trying to do the work and make it happen. There needs to be 
some collective ownership of planning, logistics .. . Schools determine point people for 
short and long term work. There should be a team actually doing the work. " 
Finally, the involvement oflaw enforcement has promoted adoption of the anti-
bullying program established by School District D. "Our police are our partners in 
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everything. We have two SRO officers who are assigned to us full-time. They're two 
people that I trust completely. If I get a report, and we have a usual link on our website to 
report bullying, from a school where they are having a difficult time addressing an issue 
bullying, the principals do not hesitate at contacting the SROs. They're good with kids, 
with parents, know when to be flexible, and when to lower the boom. Sometimes they are 
called to do preventive work, other times it is to address a legal issue." 
Barriers to adopting the law 
The school district's early jump on the curriculum and its implementation, as mentioned 
above, had unintended consequences for implementation. One of the main barriers to 
adoption of the law has been push-back from teachers because of concerns around the 
new anti-bullying curriculum. This push-back was reported primarily at the high school 
level. While they complied with the district-promoted implementation of the curriculum, 
many teachers expressed concern about the quality and appropriateness of the curriculum 
as well as their ability to deliver the new curriculum. There were also challenges in terms 
of adapting the curriculum to the needs of specific learners (e.g., those students on 
individualized education plans). 
• "As a district that immediately adopted a program to implement, and given that 
there was a state mandate, that there was not really enough training time for 
faculty and staff to feel comfortable, confident, or equipped to deliver the 
curriculum and because of that it can backfire in a way and make staff and 
students feel uncomfortable when the entire intent of such a program should be to 
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help students feel increasingly comfmiable and emotionally safe." 
• "The first year, it was more about compliance. Part of the problem was planning 
and training and adaptation of curriculum for different learners." 
• "Some staff are just not comfortable teaching something that they do not have a 
degree in. 'I teach chemistry .. .I don't teach all this touchy feely stuff.' That can 
be inadvertently some of the attitude that comes into play." 
• "At high schools, teachers resisted one more than they had to do. It didn't have to 
do with not wanting to stop bullying. The restriction to a research-based only 
curriculum is a problem. We've given feedback to DESE but not heard back." 
Teachers also provided feedback to the district that addressing bullying in the way 
the mandate requires is not aligned with the core values of the district, which emphasize 
primary prevention. "We care even before it's bullying. We want to address things and 
take a stand earlier at any kind of incident. I think that's part ofthe reason why there's 
not this urgency around it. Or people who are delivering the curriculum." 
Another barrier to full adoption of the law was the lack of engagement among 
students. Respondents mentioned that students were not involved in choosing the 
district's anti-bullying curriculum nor do students believe that bullying is a major 
problem in schools. Some respondents reported that students were not engaged in the 
curriculum and perceived it as "laughable." One respondent mentioned that this is one of 
the barriers that the school district is trying to address at the high school level by 
involving students in co-creating and teaching anti-bullying lessons that are aligned with 
the learning objectives of the official curriculum. 
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• "The problems that arose were that the curriculum too simplistic for our students. 
We've had some form of socio-emotional curriculum since kindergarten. This 
bullying curriculum is almost laughable. It simplifies any challenges or problems 
that involve bullying, and as result has caused a lot of disengagement on the part 
of staff and students." 
• "My child tells me regularly in homeroom someone will come in and say don't 
bully. In typical fashion, kids don't pay attention to it." 
• "Students do not think its widespread; there hasn't been a critical event to raise 
awareness." 
• "We had our students redesign the last lessons. Student created videos were part 
of it and we implemented that. We had students assist the teachers in giving the 
lessons. We would like more student voice in the process. That was lacking from 
the get go because we did not tap them prior to implementation." 
Finally, several respondents mentioned time as being a barrier to adoption to 
implementation, although no respondent described time (or lack of time) having a 
negative impact on implementation. Rather, time was described as an unintended 
consequence in addressing other priorities at school. "We have so many issues ... every 
time we put an hour into programming we lose an hour somewhere else." 
Implementation 
School District D informants communicated a high degree of belief that anti-bullying 
programming had been implemented as planned and that administrators were already 
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making changes to the curriculum in response to staff and student feedback. As 
mentioned, the school district experienced some push-back from teachers about the 
curriculum which is new content for them. "We are all learning a new language about 
bullying." 
School District D had not yet specialized their curricula for specific student 
populations as was proposed in their prevention plan. "It was an afterthought to address 
specifically the SPED students. We need to think about point people for that." One 
respondent offered a rationale for this delay in implementation of a specialized program 
for SPED students: "Bullying isn' t very common in SPED population." 
The unfunded nature of the 2010 mandate was not perceived as an obstacle to 
implementation of the school district's anti-bullying plan. When asked about whether 
there were financial barriers to implementing bullying prevention activities in the school 
district, one informant reported that "With so many initiatives, this has less of an impact 
of than the Common Core or the educator evaluation process. It was easier to implement 
because we had programs in place and we were already looking at social emotional 
learning." 
Maintenance 
School District D informants reported that they do not plan to make revisions to any 
aspect of their program apart from enhancing their educational approach. Some 
respondents expressed concern that the state ' s list of approved educational programs was 
limiting and hoped it would change in the future. "[Name of curriculum in use by School 
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District D] is not on the list of approved programs. Teachers see it as having an impact. 
Whether that is the fault of author of programs or state, not sure. But we want to keep 
using it." 
Some informants were very critical of the law's narrow focus on bullying as 
opposed to other issues affecting student mental health. Several respondents pointed out 
that students experience a multitude of mental health issues as part of growing up, which 
is a rationale for School District D's school-wide focus on socio-emotional well-being. 
"We hope to get more flexibility from the state. We are feeling a lot of pressure to 
address the mental health internally, from kids and from parents. We had a group of very 
brave students who came to the superintendent to talk about [their mental health 
condition]. We need to broaden the picture to the social emotional health of our children, 
and that bullying damages the mental health of our children. The 'boys will be boys' 
mentality has lessened." 
Another topic raised by respondents was the issue of parent engagement. The 
parent respondent for School District D believed that an area for improvement for the 
district was building better partnerships between parents and educators. "I would like to 
see more partnership between teachers and families. If we build a community where 
parents and teachers feel us and them and instead 'we're together.' Teachers have 
training. They can relate to parents. There is more than one type of parent than one 
[School District D] parent. It has to start with the Superintendent. He has to have the 
ability to relate to others, and teachers follow that." 
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Cyber-bullying was not mentioned by any informant as an area for focus going 
forward for the district. However, some respondents mentioned that the high school 
curriculum did not have very relevant examples relating to cyber-bullying that, as 
mentioned previously, were starting to be contributed by students in the creation of 
lessons. 
Fulfillment of Public Health Core Functions 
Assessment 
School District D maintains a district-wide electronic information system that tracks 
disciplinary incidents, but until2010, the school district did not include bullying. In 
addition to tracking bullying, the school district participates in the Massachusetts Youth 
Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS). "We do a version of the YRBS ... Last year's 
survey ... you can never say that there's causality here, but we certainly have experienced 
a decrease in bullying on way to school, at school, and online. We 've only measured 
bullying since 2010. Bystander activity to help is also increased. Something happened. 
We did not measure bullying until the law was passed." 
School District D produces regular reports ofbullying incidents for review by the 
administrative team at the school and district level and those required by the Department 
of Elementary and Secondary Education. Statistics on bullying are reported annually to 
the DESE as part of the required disciplinary report. Results of the YRBS are posted on 
the school district's website and are included in communication to parents quarterly. 
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Assurance 
School district informants only reported a change in age-appropriate curriculum as part of 
their core assurance activities. No other specific changes were mentioned as being a 
response to the law. 
Policy Development 
A school committee informant was not interviewed for this case study; however, School 
District D had a pre-existing anti-bullying policy prior to the mandate. The school 
district's policy manual online indicates that there have been some changes to the school 
district's anti-bullying policy following the mandate. School District D's anti-bullying 
policy is displayed on the school district ' s anti-bullying website along with information 
about how to report bullying. The policy is very similar to the model MASC bullying 
prevention policy. 
Summary 
School District D quickly moved to adopt the 2010 anti-bullying mandate when it was 
enacted, selecting an evidence-based school-wide anti-bullying curricula to implement at 
each level. The approach met with mixed reviews from students and staff, particularly 
those teachers who implemented the curricula for the first time. School Resource Officers 
extend the resources of the schools and help school principals respond to bullying issues. 
Improved awareness ofbullying and its impact align with the school district' s core values 
of promoting balanced socio-emotional health. While an important topic for the district, 
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bullying is not considered a major problem or among the top priorities of the district. 
Informants reported that the law may have played a some role in preventing bullying in 
schools, but it is unclear to what changes in bullying levels might be specifically 
attributed to. Going forward, the school district hopes to modify its curriculum to align 
with student input and teacher recommendations to ensure buy-in across all parties. 
Case Study Summary 
All school districts included in this case study responded to the 2010 anti-bullying 
legislation in a variety of ways. Most school district informants had a high degree of 
knowledge about the legislation's passage and followed the development of the 
legislation after the highly publicized student suicide in South Hadley. Many school 
district informants described participating in planning efforts prior to the law's passage 
and immediately following enactment of the law as part of an implementation team to 
ensure compliance. 
School district informants had a high-level of knowledge of the legal definition of 
bullying, and many described the intent of the law as raising awareness of bullying and 
how it differs from other forms of harassment. Respondents from all four districts 
specifically pointed to the repetition component as being central to understanding how to 
identify bullying. Respondents described intent to harm being a component of bullying 
less often than the repetition and power imbalance components of the definition. There 
was also extensive knowledge about the provisions of the legislations among respondents 
across all four school districts. 
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All four school districts developed and implemented bullying prevention and 
intervention plans required by the state. Activities undertaken in response to the law for 
all districts included modification of school policy on bullying (since all districts had 
existing policies before the law went into effect), adoption of specific anti-bullying 
education for students, staff training, and codified bullying reporting and investigation 
procedures. School districts volunteered very little information about whether they 
customized their approach to different students, such as those in special education 
programs. In one school district, informants indicated adopting specialized curricula for 
SPED shtdents was something they were not able to address in their first year. 
The four school districts did not change substantially their approach to addressing 
bullying. These approaches ranged from educational to disciplinary. While each school 
district certainly made modifications or additions to their existing programming and 
policies, the tone of the approach remained intact. Only one school district went so far as 
to describe their approach as zero-tolerance, with a focus on intervention. All other 
school districts in the case study focused on aligning their educational and/or disciplinary 
approaches to be compliant with the law. For all of the school districts, the law had an 
impact on their approach to tracking student behavior, with one district actually adopting 
a student information system to ensure longitudinal tracking of bullying across schools. 
All school districts adopted specific anti-bullying curriculum in response to the 
mandate. However, DESE regulation around selecting an evidence-based approved 
curriculum was described as a barrier to adoption, particularly at the high school level. In 
two of the four districts, there was evidence that school districts had to make 
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modifications to the high school curriculum to make it relevant and appropriate for high 
school students. Elementary and middle school programming was for most respondents 
unremarkable in terms of its implementation impact on students. Very few districts 
adopted specific special education curricula. 
Across the four school districts, respondents expressed doubt that the law itself 
had prevented bullying. Respondents seemed to agree that bullying is a universal problem 
for all school districts and is important to address, but mandating anti-bullying efforts at 
the school level does not promote prevention. Rather, the law has promoted increased 
awareness about bullying and its consequences, enabled discussion in schools about 
violence, improved documentation of student behavior potentially leading to early 
identification of problems before they become bullying, and enhanced school climate 
around student safety and well-being. No respondent indicated that schools do not have a 
role in preventing bullying, but several respondents across all districts mentioned the 
shared responsibility that schools, parents, and communities have for promoting positive 
student relationships and preventing violence. 
Among respondents, there appeared to be consensus that school districts made 
many changes to school operations such as the process to report bullying, establishing 
new documentation and investigation procedures around bullying, and new interventions 
to ensure student safety following establishment of bullying. However, no school district 
identified these changes as being disruptive to school functioning. Implementation of new 
or enhanced programming was not described as being burdensome apart from taking time 
away from other priorities that were less important. Very few respondents in the four 
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districts described the law as being financially unfeasible. All four school districts 
reported success in implementation of the law. 
Cyber-bullying was described as a major impetus of the legislation and a concern 
for all districts . In all four districts, cyber-bullying only became an issue for a district if it 
was reported to the school by a student or parent or there was clear evidence that 
something occurring online or off-school-grounds was having an impact on a student's 
learning or functioning at school. Most school districts in this case study reported needing 
to expand upon their approach to addressing cyber-bullying, especially in supporting 
parents to address technology usage at home. 
Lack of parent engagement is a universal theme across all four districts. Parents in 
general are seen by those implementing the law as either partners (in cases where 
bullying occurs and needs a response) or obstacles, especially in jumping the gun to 
ascribing the label of bullying to something that does not fit the legal definition. Calling 
an incident or set of circumstances 'bullying ' may also be a tool for parents of special 
education students to receive additional resources or out-of-district placements. Some 
school districts have made attempts to educate parents about bullying, inviting them to 
presentations and assemblies and providing materials about the law, school district 
policy, and procedures. Two years post-enactment, parent engagement however, still 
proves to be elusive for school districts . 
While no law enforcement leaders accepted the invitation to be interviewed for 
this study, all school districts described relationships with law enforcement as being part 
of their response to bullying. Three of the four school districts described those 
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relationships as being a positive and/or important part of that response, calling out the 
range of law enforcement roles in addressing bullying, from education to intervention. In 
at least two school districts, the hire of school resource officers extended school resources 
to address bullying and allowed for a transition in handling suspected bullying to the 
police department. 
There were a few areas of variation across school districts. The larger school 
districts (C and D) had more well developed systems and processes in place to respond to 
bullying prior to the mandate and were able to roll out their response to the mandate 
earlier than the other two districts. For example, the smaller districts did not have pre-
existing electronic information systems to manage student behavior reports in comparison 
to established systems in the other districts. School districts where violence was not a 
common occurrence (school districts A, B, and C) focused their response largely on 
education versus a more administrative, disciplinary approach in a school district already 
addressing violence (school district D) with a network of community partners. School 
districts where central office and school-level leadership are aligned in their approach to 
bullying (school districts A and C) experienced more consistent implementation of their 
response to the mandate than districts with new (school district B) or decentralized 
(school district D) leadership. 
In summary, the four school districts were more similar than different in 
stakeholder awareness of legislative mandate definitions, provisions, and their local 
responses to it, despite a wide range of socio-economic and geographic factors . Each 
school district made some changes in their curricula, disciplinary procedures, and student 
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behavior documentation systems as a result of the law, and all school districts adapted 
curricula only where it was essential to be developmentally appropriate. No school 
district changed their general approach (e.g., disciplinary, educational) to bullying in 
response to the mandate. Respondents identified several critical gaps; these districts have 
not yet been able to involve parents to a meaningful degree, address the needs of 
particularly vulnerable populations, or create strategies to match the reach of cyber-
bullying. 
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CHAPTER 11: SUMMARY 
Overview 
All across the United States, public school children experience bullying. Whether it 
occurs on schools grounds or online, children who perpetrate or are victimized by this 
type of repetitive, intentional, exploitative violence are at risk for poor health, 
psychological sequelae, limited academic achievement, and changes in lifecycle 
trajectory. At the extreme end of these risks, suicide and homicide have served as the 
primary catalysts for public alarm regarding bullying. Beginning in 1999 following the 
Columbine shootings, states answered public concern about bullying with an explosion of 
anti-bullying legislation and regulation. By 2010, over 120 anti-bullying bills had been 
introduced in state legislatures across the country, and today 49 states have anti-bullying 
laws in effect. 
The range of legal and regulatory remedies provided by states in their anti-
bullying initiatives is quite diverse. State laws vary in anti-bullying provisions, including 
definitions of bullying and cyber-bullying, school district bullying procedures, 
criminalization of bullying, provision of counseling/support services, accountability, 
education requirements for students, professional development for staff and faculty, and 
parent education. There are two areas, however, in which states are unified in their 
approach. First, the primary focus of state anti-bullying legislation has and continues to 
be targeted to the development and implementation of anti-bullying policy and 
procedures by public school districts. Second, very few states identify a funding source 
for the implementation of anti-bullying legislation and regulation. Today's educators, 
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including those in Massachusetts, must expand their child safety efforts without financial 
support in an increasingly constrained budgetary environment. 
This research study begins to tell the Massachusetts story of anti-bullying public 
policy from the perspective of those charged to implement it. Sparked by public outcry 
following two highly publicized suicides of public school children in 2009, 
Massachusetts joined the national anti-bullying movement by passing comprehensive 
anti-bullying legislation. Massachusetts' approach to bullying prevention among school 
children followed the majority of states by clearly identifying public school districts as 
the primary responsible party for prevention. In addition to defining bullying and 
requirements for policy and procedures to be followed locally by schools, the law also 
modified criminal justice statutes dealing with criminal harassment and stalking, witness 
intimidation, jurors and persons furnishing information in connection with criminal 
proceedings, and unwanted telephone calls or electronic communications. This nexus of 
policy, educational programming, and justice provided an opportunity for partnership and 
the integration of different approaches to violence to improve public health. What kind of 
story does Massachusetts have to tell in this context now almost two years following all 
this effort? 
In the nearly three years since Massachusetts entered the national anti-bullying 
debate, the Commonwealth clearly has accumulated a track record of anti-bullying 
efforts, but the key informants who participated in this study shared the perspective that 
those activities have largely been focused on compliance with the mandate. The 'cliff 
notes' version of the Massachusetts story in this early period of implementation reveals 
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limited perception of effectiveness of these legislative, regulatory, policy, and 
programmatic activities to reduce bullying among school children. 
Nevertheless, there is evidence that this unfunded mandate has increased 
awareness ofbullying across those stakeholders charged with implementing this law and 
that school districts believe that it is appropriate that they lead prevention efforts. There 
is also evidence that partnerships between schools and law enforcement, despite their 
different approaches to violence, have been formed or strengthened to address bullying as 
a result of the law. The missed opportunity to extend that partnership to parents is 
perhaps one of the biggest gaps in this early implementation period, but the door is open 
to integrate parents more fully into anti-bullying efforts. 
What else does this early story ofMassachusetts anti-bullying efforts tell us? 
Applying the RE-AlM evaluation framework, this dissertation reviews Massachusetts 
anti-bullying efforts from the perspective of implementation stakeholders affected by the 
law. Reflecting the voices of superintendents, school administrators, school committee 
members, law enforcement leaders, and parents, this study elucidates the challenges of 
implementing anti-bullying legislation and regulation by public school districts and 
identifies opportunities for integrating more closely the efforts of all stakeholders in a 
public health approach. After reviewing the major limitations of this research, the 
remainder of this chapter reviews study findings in the context of specific aims and 
presents implications for education policy and public health practice as part of a still 
evolving anti-bullying story in Massachusetts. Chapter 12 discusses these findings and 
makes recommendations for future work. 
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Limitations 
This study has several limitations that hamper the interpretation of its results. First and 
foremost, the quasi-experimental post-test only design of the study has inherent 
limitations to its internal and external validity. The observed outcomes of this study were 
obtained post-intervention. There is no way to determine whether those observations are 
the result of the intervention (e.g. , the anti-bullying mandate) or something else. For 
example, the suicide of Phoebe Prince itself may have been the catalyst for aspects of 
school district response such as education around cyber-bullying and not the legal 
directive to respond. Some school districts also may have developed their response 
around ongoing litigation related to student harassment or as part of collective bargaining 
in defining the contractual obligations of teachers and staff. 
Findings from the study may not be externally generalizable. Since the mandate 
applied to all public school districts statewide, it was not possible to recruit a control 
group to determine whether the sample from which data was collected was similar to 
others exposed to the mandate. Further, the sample was not randomly chosen. The 
sample of parents recruited for this study was obtained via a convenience based strategy 
which limits the extent to which study findings generalize to other parents across the 
state. The researcher also made direct appeals to superintendents and school committee 
members to participate. This strategy introduced significant inconsistencies in the 
recruiting strategy that could have induced multiple unknown biases. It is possible that 
some of these respondents participated due to the researcher ' s connection to education as 
an elected member of a school committee in Massachusetts. 
264 
The sample recruited for this study may not be representative of their respective 
populations, introducing additional limitations to the interpretation of findings. First, the 
analytic sample lacks gender diversity. The majority of parents who responded to the 
survey were female due to the decision to recruit subjects from Parent-Teacher 
organizations whose memberships are predominantly female. The school committee 
members who responded to the survey were evenly distributed by gender, but 
approximately 60% of school committee members are male statewide according to the 
Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC). The majority oflaw 
enforcement leaders and superintendents are male, reflecting a slight bias toward a male 
perspective, but this is consistent with demographic trends in these two groups. 
Selection bias may affect the representativeness of the sample. Recruitment was 
very challenging, and many potential case study respondents declined to participate 
because of the controversial nature of the topic (e.g., compliance). It is possible that 
participants in the study may have had a specific perspective (either negative or positive) 
toward the anti-bullying mandate that prompted their self-selection to respond to the 
study. However, the questions were designed to ask for both positive and negative views 
about the law and the early experience of implementing it. Analysis revealed both 
negative and positive views toward the mandate and its implementation. 
School districts recruited for this study may also be unrepresentative of other 
school districts in the state. While the districts were diverse in terms of their student 
population, median income, and geography, it was not possible to ensure all school 
district types and student populations were included. Many school districts refused to 
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participate in the study (22 in total) before the final four school districts were selected 
with outside help from the Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASS). 
Thus, the included school districts were not randomly selected. It is unclear how the 
school districts that participated in the study differed from those school districts that did 
not participate in the study. However, the case study approach is designed to obtain 
detailed information systematically across communities. The case study certainly 
indicated there is variation in approaches across school districts, which was expected. 
Another limitation of this research relates to the kind of data that was collected. 
All data was collected on the basis of self-report, either through a survey questionnaire or 
a semi-structured interview. Utilizing on this kind of data to draw conclusions about 
relationships between the mandate and school responses to bullying may have been 
compromised due to the biases of the respondents. For example, respondents may have 
reported their school district or community's response to the law in a favorable light 
because of the district's obligation to demonstrate compliance with the law as opposed to 
presenting factual observations. The questionnaires used to collect information were 
designed to minimize this by asking both for positive and negative recollections of the 
implementation experience. 
Recall bias on the part of respondents may also limit the validity of the data 
obtained in this study. Some respondents may have found it challenging to remember 
their perspectives over the period between when the anti-bullying mandate was passed 
(i.e., June of2010) and the date of their study response. For example, interview 
respondents were asked to recall early activities of their school district around the time of 
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the law's passage. While no respondent reported difficulty in recalling circumstances 
over the past two years, observations from respondents may not reflect what actually 
happened during that period. To minimize this potential for bias, the questions for the 
survey and case study were designed to be high-level and more philosophical rather than 
recalling very specific situations and scenarios related to the law. 
Finally, the nature of the study research questions and the methods used to obtain 
samples for each role allowed for only the collection of preliminary data. It was not 
possible to establish independent predictors of outcomes. The minimal variation across 
roles in the major dependent variables such as awareness of the law and support of the 
law did not lend itself to establishing an analytic model. This limitation was planned and 
aligned with the goal of the study, which is to provide a practical basis for understanding 
the early implementation of the law. 
Despite these limitations, the research study results represent a fust step toward 
characterizing how a state responded to implementing an anti-bullying law. To-date, no 
other studies have investigated the broad effects of statewide law and regulation of 
student violence from an administrative perspective. While results are limited by the 
exclusion of charter, private, educational collaboratives, and adult day programs, the 
generalizability of these results is strong since the evidence presented represents school 
districts that educate 90 percent of children in Massachusetts every week day, including 
vocational schools. 
Review of Research Findings 
Penetration of Knowledge 
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Awareness of and support for the law is substantial 
This study demonstrates that the provisions of the anti-bullying mandate are broadly 
known to its stakeholders, including superintendents, school committee members, law 
enforcement leaders, and parents. Some potential reasons for this high level of awareness 
of the law include heightened media coverage following Phoebe Prince's suicide and its 
aftermath, consistent communication from DESE regarding regulation and guidance for 
complying with the mandate, and timely communication by professional organizations 
about bullying concurrent with implementation regulation. Coverage of the 
Massachusetts anti-bullying law debate and its subsequent enactment was pervasive in 
both paper and electronic media following the South Hadley Public Schools bullying 
case. In addition, the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) 
issued several bulletins and regulations that were communicated to schools during and 
following legislative efforts, including a model bullying prevention and intervention plan. 
The MASC and the MASS also issued policy and programmatic guidance during this 
period, and there is evidence that these models were widely adopted as part of local 
school district policy and procedures. 
High awareness levels, especially in view of competing priorities, is not 
surprising given the threat of legal action in failing to address student bullying. The 
South Hadley incident was provocative, not only from a personal perspective of the tragic 
death of a young woman, but also because of the alleged lack of response on the part of 
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teachers and administrators. It is very likely that parents kept the pressure on schools to 
develop strong responses . 
Support for the law was justified by respondents from several different 
perspectives. The law was viewed as a vehicle for promoting awareness, an 
accountability mechanism, a tool for pre-emption of the grave consequences of bullying 
(e.g., suicide), and an administrative justification for acting on serious student behavior. 
Superintendents and law enforcement were the most likely stakeholders to support the 
law, and this may be due to their roles as enforcers of conduct. Superintendent informants 
in both the case study and the survey referred to the law as a tool, which may be 
interpreted as protection under the law for labeling student behavior as bullying and 
justifying disciplinary action to parents. 
Opponents of the law were primarily concerned about relying on the mechanism 
of law to change human behavior. It is important to note that, while few in number, 
survey respondents who did not support the law did believe that bullying was a problem 
needing to be addressed. School committee members expressed concern about the state 
trying to legislate behavior rather than attempting to address student behavior through 
promotion of healthy relationships supported by local decision-making. Autonomy to be 
able to control decisions around how a school district promotes safety and well-being 
may be the driving issues for these respondents, although it was not explicitly stated in 
the results of this study. 
The opposition expressed by school committee members is not surprising given 
their role to set policies for their school districts and to approve school department 
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budgets. Over the past decade, state encroachment on local autonomy has been a hot 
topic of discussion across the state among school committee members particularly around 
the federal Race to the Top program and the adoption of the Common Core standards. 
School committee members have been very resistant to these efforts given their inability 
to provide input or refuse to implement. These stakeholders are also broadly drawn from 
their communities, but their older than average (50 years or older) age places their 
opposition in a generational light. They may not view bullying as something that can be 
prevented or part of growing up. 
Elements of the bullying definition are controversial 
The Massachusetts anti-bullying law adopted the research-defined concept of bullying, 
including the components of power imbalance, repetition, and intent to harm. Despite the 
high level of awareness of and knowledge about the mandate among stakeholders, there 
is variation across stakeholders regarding their understanding and acceptance of this legal 
definition of bullying. Drivers of this lack of acceptance regarding the definition of 
bullying relate primarily to the definition' s inclusion of repetition as a component of 
bullying. This may be due to concern regarding what constitutes 'harm' to a student. 
Many respondents felt that a one-time incident of harmful student behavior involving a 
power imbalance was sufficient to treat the incident as bullying. There is also evidence 
that being able to track student behavior across schools as children moved from grade to 
grade presents some school districts with challenges. Something that is repetitive may not 
be apparent in transitions across a student' s educational trajectory. Legislators may wish 
270 
to consider clarifying the bullying definition by adding language that at least two separate 
incidents must occur for a situation to be defined as bullying. DESE may wish to issue 
guidance that helps schools apply the harassment statutes more effectively in cases where 
there is a singular event that involves intent to harm and a power imbalance. 
There was also evidence that the definition of cyber-bullying included in the law 
had limitations. Some respondents reported the cyber-bullying definition was not 
expansive enough to include current and future technologies. Respondents' familiarity 
with and mastery of technology was not assessed in this dissertation; however, some 
respondents reported their own discomfort with technology as an example of a challenge 
in being able to determine whether bullying has occurred. Legally, online and mobile 
media are covered under the law, but the types of content (e.g., photo-shopped images, 
explicit video, etc.) that could be considered bullying are unclear to many stakeholders. 
There is certainly evidence of a gap in terms of adult knowledge about online activity and 
children's behavior using these technologies. 
Stakeholders did not express any concern about the definition with respect to 
potential litigation. However, it is worth noting that to-date, the anti-bullying mandate 
has not been held up to legal scrutiny in the courts. There is a current case being litigated 
involving Concord-Carlisle Public Schools in which the school district is being held to 
account for its response to bullying under the law. However, at the time of publication, it 
is not known whether the law will stand up to scrutiny on behalf of school districts or 
students and their families in that case, nor what the public response to the outcome of 
this legal action will be. 
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Special education components of the law are not well understood 
There is evidence that stakeholders responsible for implementing the mandate are 
unaware of specific components of the law. One such area that came through both in the 
survey and case study data is the mandate for school districts to include special education 
specific programming in their educational approach to bullying. It is possible that this 
lack of awareness about this component stems from a belief that mainstream education is 
sufficient for all students, although there is no direct evidence in the results to back this 
interpretation. The law does not enumerate specific populations as needing special 
protection from bullying, which may give rise to the belief that anti -bullying response 
should be universally applied to all student populations. However, research shows that 
special education students have different challenges forming peer relationships than do 
mainstream students, which may indicate responses to bullying might be different from 
the larger population. This is one of the rationales behind the inclusion of the specialized 
special education curriculum component of the law. 
There is no specific evidence that a lack of available special education curriculum 
was a barrier to implementation of the anti-bullying law. It should be noted however that 
there are very few individual bullying special education curricula in existence. The 
majority of evidence-based curriculum includes some direction for educators about 
adapting content for special education (e.g., Steps to Respect, PATHS, Peacebuilders), 
but by no means are these specifically geared toward special education. Further research 
regarding the efficacy of tailoring anti-bullying curriculum to special education students 
is warranted to clarify whether this component is necessary. However, in the absence of 
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that research, more protection for vulnerable students is needed until we understand 
whether a targeted approach is effective. 
It is important that the law and its subsequent amendments to special education 
regulation took a first step to providing protection for vulnerable students. Nevertheless, 
vulnerability goes well beyond the student that qualifies for an individualized education 
plan. As articulated in Chapter 2, there are many determinants that place some students 
at higher risk of experiencing violence. Gender, age, race/ethnicity, chronic illness, 
disability, sexual orientation, ability to form social relationships with peers, family and 
community risk factors, school climate, and teacher attitudes all play a role in shaping a 
student's risk of being targeted by bullying and potentially becoming an aggressor. In 
this context, educators must consider how individual students respond to their peers and 
provide appropriate levels of support to both protect and assist the student. For example, 
a student with mental retardation may respond to being bullied with aggression rather 
than the typical markers of victimization such as depressed mood or anxiety. School 
administrators appear to have taken a standardized approach to responding to bullying, 
perhaps to ensure equity in response under the law. However, in taking such a narrow 
view of the law, an opportunity has been lost to support our most vulnerable children. 
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Reach, effectiveness, adoption, implementation and maintenance of school anti-
bullying legislation responses 
Mandate had broad reach across the state 
The early experience of Massachusetts school districts in responding to the 2010 anti-
bullying mandate primarily has been about compliance. School districts are engaged in a 
wide range of public health activities : implementing student information systems to track 
bullying, implementing anti-bully educational programming and interventions for 
targets/aggressors, and the development of local school policy around responding to 
violence that rises to the level of bullying. Prior to the law communities may have been 
doing several activities to address violence in schools. What the anti -bullying law has 
done has been to serve as a conduit for formalizing school district approaches to all forms 
of violence, with bullying being at the extreme end of those activities. As a by-product, 
there has been a focus on all forms of violent student behavior-from teasing to bullying. 
There is also evidence that schools are collaborating with each other to develop 
curricula and to learn from each other about their disciplinary approach. However, with 
the roll-out of the educator evaluation system, federal background check regulation, and 
the P ARCC pilot testing initiative, the spotlight has shifted focus away from bullying and 
to these other more acute priorities when it comes to cross-district collaboration. 
Professional organizations such as MASS and MASC continue to provide information 
and guidance on policy to their constituencies as needed, but there is no specific support 
for bringing superintendents, school committee members, and law enforcement together 
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to ensure best practice. As a result, there is a lost opportunity for learning and realigning 
school responses to bullying around improvement. 
Mandate did not change school district approaches to anti-bullying 
None of the school districts in the case study changed the focus of their approach to 
address bullying. All school districts focused on traditional administrative, disciplinary, 
educational approaches to addressing bullying. Some school districts focused on 
educational approaches, particularly small school districts where disciplinary problems 
are more about student achievement rather than violence. Other districts focused on a 
criminal justice perspective, such as School District C where gang violence is part of 
school culture. 
It is noteworthy that none of the school districts took a restorative justice 
approach to bullying. Most of the school districts in the case study focused on addressing 
the needs of the bullying targets rather than the aggressors. Survey data showed this same 
bias toward a victim-oriented response, and there almost no mention of interventions or 
programs geared toward rehabilitating aggressors . It is unclear whether the law misses 
the mark here, explaining the lack of response in addressing the needs of aggressors. 
However, even if the law did specify intervention for aggressors, there are few evidence-
based programs available for school districts to implement. Fmther, would school 
districts wish to create programming to support aggressors' rehabilitation? In the case of 
School District B, where only one or two cases of bullying occur each year that fit the 
legal definition, how would you develop and fund such a program? School District B did 
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not have such programming in place or under development. Educators might believe 
such a role to support intervention for aggressors (beyond support from the criminal 
justice system) is out of scope for the school system. Even if we accept that position, 
who 's role is it to help aggressors when lack of parent engagement is the top problem 
facing schools in Massachusetts? 
None of the school districts elected to adopt a comprehensive public health 
approach. Response was largely focused on addressing bullying after it had occurred, 
consistent with the typical disciplinary approach described in Chapter 3. Perhaps this 
approach was selected for the simple reason that it was aligned with current practice. In 
the absence of guidance from DESE or professional organizations that provided school 
districts with strategies to address the root causes of bullying through assurance, it may 
be that school districts just did what they knew to do because it is what they do already as 
part of managing student behavior. It is not unreasonable to suggest that involvement of 
the Massachusetts Department of Public Health in the development of anti -bullying 
regulation may have been beneficial in promoting a comprehensive public health 
approach during implementation of the anti-bullying law. For example, the 
Massachusetts Department of Public Health had direct involvement in creating 
regulations, guidance, and training to support the implementation of concussion 
prevention in response to legislation on sports-related head injuries. 16 
The commitment to established practice in addressing bullying through 
administrative and educational approaches can be explained by several other factors. 
16 105 CMR 201.000 
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This adherence is perhaps in part due to the complexity of the law and the perceived 
importance of demonstrating compliance in the first few years. Further, it is the legal 
mission of schools to provide education and ensure child safety while at school. It is 
unlikely that schools would abandon their workflows and processes in the adoption of a 
single law. Nevertheless, school districts in the case study did leave the door open to 
adopt a more public health oriented approach by expressing disappointment in the narrow 
focus of the bullying law away from focus on broader socio-emotional health. In fact, 
many school districts mentioned collaboration with law enforcement that included 
teaching and intervention in additional to performing a criminal justice function. Several 
school districts have formed community-based coalitions to address violence in the 
community overall. 
Mandate may not prevent bullying but does have demonstrable positive effects 
Respondents in general voiced no ideas about whether the law had prevented bullying. 
However, respondents were clear that the law had an effect on school culture, operations, 
and relationships between school district leaders and community leaders such as law 
enforcement. The largest two effects on schools has been a realignment of disciplinary 
procedures with the law and increased awareness among students and staff. 
Broad support for the law suggests that it confers some benefits to the common 
good that a large majority of stakeholders would like to keep intact. These advantages, 
which include both legal and population health benefits, include a framework for 
documenting and responding to bullying, a tool for parents to hold schools accountable 
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for student behavior, leverage for schools to reduce their liabilities regarding student 
behavior through compliance, and improving awareness of bullying and its consequences 
to the student population. There is almost no evidence that the anti-bullying law has been 
financially burdensome to school districts. In view of these gains and in the absence of 
data indicating lack of feasibility, there is no reason to suggest the law should be 
scrapped. However, it is clear that the law has not been a primary driver of perceived 
reduction in bullying. On this basis alone, and in view of constituency belief that the 
intent of the law is to prevent bullying, the law should be struck down or modified. If 
modified, major changes to the law and its subsequent regulation must be considered to 
ensure alignment with improved student population health. For example, schools need 
more flexibility to develop curricula aligned with real-life circumstances of bullying that 
are specific to their context. DESE-approved curricula are very limited and may not be 
culturally applicable to every school. 
One rationale for keeping the law because it improves student health is the 
framework it provides for providing assurance (data collection and assessment), as will 
be discussed later in this chapter. It is clear that many school districts have adopted 
improved systems to track and monitor bullying, including the capacity to monitor 
student behavior longitudinally. Another rationale for keeping the law is its provision to 
include anti-bullying curricula. Since Massachusetts has opted to adopt the Common 
Core standards, there have been concerns voiced by school districts, school committees, 
and educators about the lack of health education curricula in those standards. It is also 
possible that a regulatory approach might achieve some of the benefits experienced from 
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the law's early implementation. However, only legal intervention will enable school 
districts with access to more funding that could be used to fund adoption of those legal 
components that are directly related to improvement. 
School operations have been affected by the law 
School districts have institutionalized many changes to their day-to-day practice of 
education, but there is little evidence that anti-bullying efforts have disrupted the core 
functions of education. There is evidence that school districts have clarified the processes 
to report bullying, established an administrative level party to determine whether student 
behavior amounts to legally defined bullying, and provided teachers and staff with 
information and tools about how to report and address bullying behavior when it is 
suspected. 
The simple change of identifying a party to define whether a situation is bullying 
has been an important change for school districts. Universally, school districts have made 
principals and assistant principals responsible for making the determination that a 
situation is bullying. This has taken the onus to identify bullying off of teachers and 
shifted their response to reporting and identification. Many respondents reported this 
change was a positive one, but caution is warranted. The parent-teacher relationship may 
be strained by removing the authority to address violence from educators to 
administrators. There is no evidence in the literature to suggest that teachers are less 
equipped than school administrators to identify and investigate bullying. The decision to 
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make this shift has largely been driven by the law and the school district directive to 
reduce liability through consistent and documented disciplinary procedures. 
Adoption 
Leadership is important in ensuring district-wide adoption 
There were many factors that shaped the adoption of anti-bullying measures, the primary 
one being support from school district administrative leadership to implement the law. In 
all districts, the role of the superintendent appears to be the most important one in 
determining how schools responded to the law. There is qualitative data to suggest that 
the pro-active superintendents were able to rally their staff to create programming quickly 
when the law was passed. School level leadership is also critical given the nature and 
scope of the changes to disciplinary procedures that were made as a result of the mandate. 
Unfunded mandate is not a barrier to adoption 
There is variation in school district's experiences regarding the unfunded nature of the 
mandate as a financial strain, but it was not extensive. This finding was not expected, as 
the requirements of the law involve programming additions and changes as well as the 
potential for hiring new staff (e.g., a school resource officer). It could be that this lack of 
response is due to the initial experience post-law being focused on compliance. School 
districts could have just re-labeled or formalized their processes to demonstrate 
compliance just to check off the boxes for complying with their required bullying 
prevention and intervention plans. 
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There is certainly no process for checking whether school districts are compliant. 
School districts are not subject to review by DESE for ensuring implementation of the 
components of their plans. This could be rectified by DESE making random site visits to 
school districts, much like an accreditation process. It is unlikely that school districts 
would support this approach or would DESE embrace it since their regulatory authority 
does not extend to accountability apart from surveillance (e.g., annual disciplinary 
statistic submission) and the submission of planning documentation. Regardless of 
whether such an approach would be effective in improving adoption, it would certainly 
meet with pushback and a call for funding. 
Implementation 
There is evidence that school districts were able to implement their bullying prevention 
and intervention plans, and some districts were more successful than others in rolling out 
their response. The largest districts that were interviewed in the case study were able to 
implement their anti-bullying plans prior to the deadline to submit those plans. Both of 
those districts served a large, urban population and had many resources already in place 
to address violence. Smaller schools with fewer resources had a slower response to the 
law. It is possible that schools that are smaller have fewer bullying problems and thus less 
of an emphasis on it. 
Maintenance 
School districts in the case study of this research had no plans to discontinue their efforts 
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to address bullying going forward, but there are several challenges to ensuring these 
efforts are maintained. One of the potential barriers to maintaining anti-bullying response 
is competing demands. Over the past two years, the spotlight on bullying has shifted 
toward other signature initiatives in education such as the new educator evaluation 
system, the P ARC assessment pilot, and the implementation of federal background 
checks for school staff. There is some evidence that these initiatives, which are all 
unfunded, consume school resources and time. Anti-bullying efforts have the potential to 
be eclipsed by these efforts in terms of priority. 
Another key issue in the sustainability of any anti-bullying intervention (or any 
school-based initiative) is funding. While funding was not identified as a major barrier to 
implementation in this study, school districts statewide have experienced a major decline 
in available funding through Chapter 70 and other state revenue sources over the past 
decade. Although the recently approved 2014 fiscal year budget saw increases in Chapter 
70 and the Circuit Breaker fund, few schools have made up the gap. With additional 
initiatives being rolled out by the state, it is not clear whether the findings in this study 
with respect to the low impact of the unfunded mandate will continue to hold in the 
coming budgetary years. 
There is some evidence school districts have added dollars to their budgets to 
support additional staff training and the purchase of specialized curriculum. However, 
school districts have used free curricula and added content to their pre-existing 
professional development approaches to ensure compliance with the law without 
breaking the bank. This practice raises a key issue around the quality of the intervention 
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being applied at the school and district level. In the absence of evaluation to determine 
whether knowledge and attitudes about bullying held by students and staff have changed, 
it is not possible to know whether the quality of a school district's approach is correlated 
with its impact. There is no evidence that DESE is performing compliance checks on 
school districts or scrutinizing the implementation of district bullying prevention and 
intervention plans. Potentially, school districts may have made more of an investment in 
anti-bullying resources should DESE taken a stronger regulatory position. DESE could 
still take such a position, requiring action by school districts in the future. 
Finally, a wild card in the ability for school districts to maintain their focus on 
bullying is the recent amendment to the 2010 anti-bullying mandate that expands 
culpability for bullying to adults who have contact with students. While this expansion is 
beyond the scope of this study, it is important to consider the potential effect of this 
amendment on existing school district policy and procedures in the future . Existing 
school harassment policies involving staff may require changes across the state to 
accommodate the law, for example. 
Fulfillment of Public Health Core Functions 
This research study demonstrates a range of fulfillment of the core functions of public 
health-assessment, policy development, and assurance-by Massachusetts school 
districts in their implementation of the anti-bullying law. The largest victories for public 
health have occurred in the areas of assessment and policy development, largely driven 
by statutory and regulatory requirements to track bullying statistics and to develop local 
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policy aligned with the mandate, respectively. This section reviews the fulfillment of 
these core functions and identifies gaps remaining to be filled as school districts continue 
their implementation of their specific anti-bullying approaches. 
Assessment 
One of the most positive outcomes of the mandate's implementation has been an 
improvement in bullying documentation and tracking at the local level. School districts 
are making an effort to collect statistics on bullying, not only to fulfill the legal 
requirement in submitting their annual disciplinary reports, but to help identify bullying. 
There is evidence that larger districts have more resources to maintain and electronic 
information systems, which may have an effect on whether a school district is able to 
monitor student behavior for patterns. There is no indication that school districts are 
routinely looking at data from their student information systems, but the capacity to 
evaluate that data is slowly being built across the state. 
Policy development 
School committees across the state have modified their local policies regarding student 
wellness and health to comply with the mandate. In all four case study districts, school 
committees had adopted policies specifically on bullying and communicated those 
policies publically via the school district website and as part of school handbooks. It 
should be noted that all case study districts and some qualitative data reported in the 
survey mentioned the adoption of the MASC or MASS model anti-bullying policies. 
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While there is no direct evidence to support the conclusion that engagement of these 
professional organizations early on in developing these policies led to early and 
consistent adoption of local anti-bullying policy, it is reasonable to believe that these 
organizations had some influence on policy development in this context. 
Assurance 
There is evidence that school districts are providing prevention-based education and 
intervention for students involved in bullying. A key part of assurance is the integration 
of multiple stakeholders in working toward public health. There is substantial evidence 
that this integration has occurred in terms of partnerships with law enforcement. 
However, partnering with parents to improve student health and well-being proves to be 
elusive. Lack of parent engagement is the top issue facing school districts as reported in 
the survey. This could be indicative of a shift in society where schools are taking on more 
of a social agency role, as mentioned in the case study by a handful of stakeholders. 
Traditional fomms such as school night, parent-teacher conferences, and open forums 
may not provide enough opportunity for schools and parents to communicate. One 
potential mechanism for engagement is to regularly solicit feedback from parents. There 
was very little evidence that school districts involved parents in a broader community 
discussion about their anti-bullying approaches. Focus groups, surveys, and relevant 
frequent email communication to parents may serve to engage parents in meaningful 
conversation about student well-being and elicit their contribution to the development of 
better anti-bullying programming. 
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CHAPTER 12: DISCUSSION 
The Evidence: What is Known 
Bullying is a Product of Development and Context 
The literature demonstrates that bullying is both a developmental and a context-driven 
phenomenon (Espelage and De La Rue 2012). Children of every age struggle to cope 
with the everyday challenges of learning and development while forming relationships 
with their peers. Trusted adults drawn from the community provide different levels of 
support to children as they learn and grow. Some children are incredibly successful at 
initiating and maintaining positive relationships with other children throughout their life 
course. Other children are less successful creating and sustaining healthy relationships 
with other children for a variety of reasons, including lack of support from trusted adults. 
It is also known that external influences, including online technologies, affect children in 
their ability to form peer relationships. 
At the heart of the challenging process of growing up is an important touchstone 
for a child: his or her school. For six to eight hours a day on average, children participate 
in their school community and practice their social and academic skills. Here at school, 
the positive aspects of children's lives manifest themselves as much as the negative parts. 
This is part of the reason why Massachusetts legislators focused on schools as being part 
of the potential solution to bullying, the other part being the ability of the community to 
access children and intervene. There is both safety and accountability embedded in the 
school community, where students who are challenged-either academically or 
socially-have access to a learning environment that is obligated to (and wants to) 
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support their improvement. Whether bullying happens at school or outside of school, 
educators are available to students as a safety net for whatever the next step might be for 
that child-and whether or not their parent is engaged in that solution. 
Massachusetts enacted a law to prevent bullying among school children, in part to 
take advantage of this natural school-based ecosystem of safety and accountability. The 
face value of this law sends a bold message: no child should be damaged by bullying at 
school. Survey data from this study indicate that the vast majority of stakeholders 
charged with implementing the law support the vision that school children should not be 
bullied at school or by their classmates. But can an anti-bullying law can actually prevent 
bullying in schools? Data from this study suggest that those charged with implementing 
the law do not believe that the law has prevented bullying. In school districts studied as 
part of this dissertation, there is no qualitative evidence to suggest that bullying rates 
among school children have decreased since the passage of the law. Further, there is no 
external evidence in the literature to suggest that bullying rates have decreased. In fact, 
the most recent data from the national Youth Risk Behavioral Survey indicate bullying 
has increased among high school students in Massachusetts-from 18.1% in 2009 to 
20.1% in 20 11- although this change is not statistically significant (Figure 11-1 ). 
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FIGURE 11-1 
Proportion of High School Students Bullied on School 
Property in the Past 12 Months 
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If it is possible to accept that the law is not meeting its goal of preventing bullying 
in schools, then one way to view the law is as a starting point for focusing attention on 
prevention. With this focus, it is easier to accept the contribution of the law to-date as a 
catalyst for shaping how communities think about and reflect on their culture in relation 
to a problem-in this case, bullying. Regardless of whether bullying was perceived as a 
problem in a particular community, it is clear that the law affected how the targeted 
implementers in this study (e.g. , school district stakeholders) perceived bullying and how 
they accounted for bullying prevention into their policies and procedures. Perceptions 
about the importance of bullying changed from a passive perspective-that bullying is an 
exceptional event that is obvious- to a more active view where bullying is hidden and 
must be proactively identified. In this vein, the mandate was an impetus for shifting 
perspectives and taking stock of school practice regarding bullying (and all violence 
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generally in some cases) and to review and improve those practices. The law provided 
school districts an opportunity to consider consciously the effect bullying had in each 
community and to adjust curriculum and operations accordingly. The implementation of 
these activities increased community awareness of bullying as a problem and prompted 
educators to be more conscious of bullying and harassment as a trigger for immediate 
action in providing student support (as described in Chapter 9). 
Another way to view the role of the anti-bullying law is as an innovation catalyst. 
While school districts have standardized their approach to bullying prevention and 
intervention in compliance with the law (e.g. , adopting the MASS/MASC model anti-
bullying policies and the state model bullying prevention and intervention plan), there is 
also evidence for creativity and adaptation based on local needs and context. Data from 
the case study revealed that school districts tailored evidence-based curricula to their own 
context. One community included students in the development of learning materials for 
teaching bullying content. Another created a community coalition with representatives 
from schools, parents, and the community to address youth at risk. While not directly 
prescribed by the law, these activities are associated with creating a positive school 
culture aligned with student well-being and success. 
This study documents that the law did not generally create a burden on school 
districts and communities, financially or operationally. Data from this study, while 
qualitative, indicate that school budgets were not a major factor in determining whether 
school districts were able to comply with the law. The availability of free curricula from 
the Massachusetts Aggression Reduction Center, for example, allowed school districts to 
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implement anti-bullying instruction without having to purchase new materials or 
participate in external professional development to be able to teach the curriculum. 
Further, disruptions to school operations appear to have been minimal in this initial 
period of implementation. The largest changes in operations include 1) changes in how 
teachers, students, and staff identify and report bullying and 2) collecting bullying data 
for reporting to the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education annually. 
The primary potentially negative consequence this study established was 
confusion among some parties regarding the criminality of bullying. Legally, bullying 
itself is not a crime for which an individual can be arrested. The involvement of law 
enforcement in delivering anti-bullying messaging in some school districts is a possible 
driver of this confusion. The widespread media coverage of the Phoebe Prince trials has 
also influenced perceptions that bullying is a crime. There is no evidence, however, to 
suggest that this misperception has had a negative impact on bullying prevention or 
intervention activities in schools. Nevertheless, this mindset harkens back to a 
traditional, disciplinary focus on solving episodes of bullying. This accountability 
approach puts the focus solely on bullying rather than the broader public health issues of 
the mental health and psycho-social well-being of children that drives the emergence of 
bullying. 
In spite of the confusion around bullying's criminality, there is evidence to 
suggest that schools are doing a good job at addressing bullying when it happens at 
school or is brought to school. Schools have implemented consistent procedures and 
interventions to respond to bullying and have begun to think about bullying more often 
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and directly than they did before the law. The mandate is not a solution to prevent 
bullying from occurring ever at school; after all, bullying continues to be documented as 
reported by study participants despite the best efforts of anti-bullying initiatives in 
schools. In this context, is bullying really preventable? As a trigger for secondary 
prevention, the law has enabled more consistent intervention and put a spotlight firmly on 
student violence as a part of school culture that requires change. But what about 
addressing bullying that occurs outside of school? As reviewed in the next section, 
technology has changed how students interact with one another in a way that requires a 
different and expanded approach to address underlying issues affecting student mental 
health, mandate or not. 
Technology has Changed Communication Modalities 
There is no question that the modalities that students use to interact with one another 
today have dramatically changed over the last twenty years. The rapid adoption of mobile 
and online technologies has changed the speed, mode, and type of communication youth 
share with one another, increasing the opportunity for negative communication and 
subsequent severity of those communications as a result ofbeing broadly shared with 
other children. The literature documents this marked shift from traditional "playground 
bullying" to online bullying; the stronger boy who beat up his smaller counterpart at 
recess may now be a girl with a smartphone who knows how to make videos and upload 
them to Y ouTube. Technology has changed everything about how children interact with 
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one another, and with that change has come a new set of behaviors and situations that 
enable bullying to occur quickly and replicate. 
The anti-bullying mandate defmes cyber-bullying and calls for schools to address 
it alongside in-person bullying. School districts have responded to cyber-bullying 
alongside the in-person bullying in parallel, but there are some caveats that affect school 
response. Data from this study suggest that in practice schools address cyber-bullying 
when it is 1) reported, and 2) disrupts student education. Among the school districts 
included in the case study, the approaches used by school districts to respond to cyber-
bullying are the same or similar to those used to respond to traditional in-person bullying 
~t school, yet the two entities of in-school bullying and cyber-bullying are really quite 
different in context, scope and effects. If so, a new set of perspectives and strategies may 
be indicated to meet the realities and challenges of cyber-bullying. 
Differences between In-Person and Online Bullying 
The effect of cyber-bullying on student well-being may be more extensive than the 
effects of traditional bullying when viewed through these six important dimensions, as 
described by participants in this study: 
• Online delivery offers anonymity. The internet provides anonymity to its users, 
making it hard to identify aggressors when they bully and engage them to stop 
bullying. An online bully may be in intimate daily contact with the targeted child 
or be a complete stranger. The bully could also be an adult posing as a child or 
posting on behalf of a child. 
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• Online content lacks boundaries. Content can be disseminated broadly outside a 
child's classroom relationship circle and geographic location, either 'going viral' 
and seen by millions or downloaded for repetitive individual or group viewing. 
This content lacks physical place and may not be associated with school activities 
or territory. 
• Online content does not sleep. Children no longer have anywhere to retreat from 
social interaction. Before the internet, many children could go horne and retreat to 
the privacy of their horne; now no one is alone, even if you are asleep. This lack 
of privacy means bullying can occur even if a child is not physically present to 
receive it. 
• Online content is almost permanent. Online bullying lives forever because the 
internet never forgets anything. Servers store information for long periods of 
time, and there are few controls to ensure deletion of negative content, 
particularly when the target does not own the negative content created to harm 
them. Online bullying content has the potential to follow someone into adulthood 
and affect their reputation. Bullying events have a natural history of an almost 
indefinite half-life, bringing new meaning to the "repetition" component of the 
academic definition of bullying. 
• Technology for identifying and resolving bullying is in a perpetual state of 
catch up. Protective technologies lag behind social networking and 
communication tools in terms of sophistication and scope. Without effective and 
timely strategies to combat the online bullying system (e.g., Face book 
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applications to flag bullies and put them in the queue for deletion by Facebook), 
online targets are rendered vulnerable to bullying. There are existing technologies 
for removal of online posts, but the ability to take a screen shot of anything online 
limits the ability to fight bullying over time. Moreover, existing protective 
technologies are not sophisticated enough to extinguish each and every 
manifestation of an online bullying episode. 
• There are few evidence based strategies as yet for cyber-bullying prevention. 
Strategies for prevention of harms associated with online bullying have not been 
tested in practice or researched adequately. Emerging research on cyber-bullying 
focuses on the extent of cyber-bullying and its determinants, but there are few 
studies that examine strategies to prevent cyber-bullying. 
• Monitoring for cyber-bullying is difficult because adult adoption of technology 
lags behind their children. Parents look to schools to help them with cyber-
bullying, but both parents and schools struggle to keep up with advances in 
technology. Often times, children supersede their adult counterparts in 
knowledge and application of technologies. There is not enough expertise out 
there that can support parents and schools in addressing cyber-bullying, and what 
is available is not organized or cost-effective. The Massachusetts Aggression 
Reduction Center offers expertise in this area, but many communities are in need 
of these services as well as a conduit for shared learning of best practices in 
school districts across the state. 
Data from this study also reveal that school districts and parents may not be adequately 
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meeting the needs of students in preventing cyber-bullying, and that is understandable in 
view of the complexities involved in addressing cyber-bullying. Very few informants in 
this study distinguished bullying in school from bullying online, instead focusing on how 
bullying is addressed when it is identified at school. Students experience cyber-bullying 
that may not present directly at school, but may manifest indirectly as absenteeism, low 
self-esteem, depression, anxiety, and lower academic achievement, among other 
outcomes. By the time schools become aware of evidence of online bullying, it may also 
be too late to prevent harmful material from becoming virally disseminated. 
The Gaps: What Is Not Known 
What is Bullying? Problems of Definition 
This study reveals evidence that not everyone understands bullying in the same way, and 
not everyone agrees with the validity of the academic definition ofbullying, which is the 
definition used in the anti-bullying mandate. The Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC) has attempted to reconcile differences in definitions across the 
literature and in use by states as part of anti-bullying legislation by releasing a definition 
of bullying for the purpose of surveillance. Specifically, bullying is: 
Any unwanted aggressive behavior(s) by another youth or group of youths who 
are not siblings or current dating partners that involves an observed or perceived 
power imbalance and is repeated multiple times or is highly likely to be repeated. 
Bullying may inflict harm on the targeted youth including physical, 
psychological, social, or educational harm. 
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It is worth noting that the CDC creation of a bullying definition is at odds with the 
definition specified in the Massachusetts mandate on several counts. For example, 
Massachusetts requires bullying to be repeated, but the CDC expands this definition to 
include behavior that is "highly likely to be repeated." Similarly, the Massachusetts 
defmition of bullying does not mention a power imbalance needing to exist for an episode 
ofbehavior to be considered bullying. The CDC definition is also unspecific in terms of 
location, whereas the Massachusetts mandate applies to schools. The fact that the CDC 
definition is at odds with a state law makes surveillance confusing and minimizes its 
practical value in the field. The breadth of the CDC defmition is also problematic 
because it will inflate the apparent incidence ofbullying. For example, the inclusion of 
power imbalance is highly subjective and may be interpreted differently by different 
locales. 
Which definition should be used to understand bullying? The CDC defmition of 
bullying is designed to cast a broad net for the purposes of population surveillance. The 
Massachusetts definition is specific to schools and focused on individual problem 
identification. From a practice perspective, the Massachusetts definition is the right one 
for the state, because the individual approach is consistent with the mission of schools-
to give each child a chance to grow in a protected learning environment, to the extent that 
this goal is possible and feasible amidst the mix of social and environmental factors that 
contribute to child development. Furthermore, this narrower definition embodied in the 
Massachusetts law has withstood scrutiny and been implemented without significant 
pushback. 
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Data from this study indicate that schools do not appear to treat bullying any 
differently across a variety of types of"harm," as described in the law, in terms of 
procedure except when considering disciplinary action or punishment. Repetition of 
behavior is certainly a hallmark of the academic definition of bullying, and while it is not 
well understood or accepted by all parties, repetition succeeds in distinguishing bullying 
from other aggressive behaviors. What if we defined bullying more broadly as any 
behavior that has the potential to cause a student mental or physical harm? The new CDC 
guideline expands the scope of the definition to include minor actions and potential to 
cause harm, rather than acts that are clearly linked to perceived, experienced harms. Is a 
child who blocks a shot in a pick-up game of basketball a bully? Can that determination 
be made by trying to discover how much harm was intended? To what extent can school 
officials really assess whether an action taken toward a target is intentional? This 
expansion of scope has the potential to create controversy and dilute resolve to address 
the immediate causes of demonstrated harms to children from classically defined 
incidents ofbullying. 
If there was an opportunity to reconsider the legal defmition ofbullying, study 
data suggest that no changes would be proposed. The anti-bullying mandate agents of 
implementation (e.g., school administrators) have worked diligently to implement 
procedures to ensure consistent response to bullying based on their interpretation of the 
law. However, few students or teachers were involved in crafting the law or 
implementing it. It is possible that students and teachers would have a different 
perspective on the definition, but there is no data from this study to support that 
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conclusion. The scope of this study was confined to the parties named in the law, but the 
involvement of all types of stakeholders is critical in going forward. The larger issue in 
play regarding the definition of bullying is obtaining consensus among all those parties 
involved in bullying about what behaviors really constitute what the law is trying to 
prevent in schools. Moreover, bullying may be perceived differently across cultures and 
stakeholder groups, as well as over time. Bullying, abuse, maltreatment, harassment 
among other words may be used interchangeably based on differing cultural values and 
experiences. It is important for communities to develop a shared understanding of 
bullying and what it means in their community context. 
Refocusing on Health as the Goal 
What happens if school districts succeed in creating bullying-free schools? Imagine for a 
moment that this is the case, and that no student is bullied. Would student suicide still 
occur, and if so, would suicide prevention still be as important? Suicide of course will 
still occur, whether students are being bullied or not. Bullying does not make suicide any 
more or less important. Would students still suffer from anxiety and depression that may 
or may not be a product of being bullied, but from pressure to achieve academically? 
Sure they would. From a public health perspective, the determinants of student well-
being are numerous. If improved child well-being is the goal, should not bullying be 
considered an indicator that the system supporting child well-being is failing? 
Unpacking this concept further, let's consider the aim of anti-bullying mandates 
universally. Anti-bullying legislation across the country is built on the assumption that 
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bullying is a primary driver for student suicide. The anti-bullying mandate in 
Massachusetts was developed as a response to the belief that two high-profile student 
deaths were caused by bullying. If the goal is to try to stop children from committing 
suicide, and bullying is a driver of suicide, then this legislative approach makes sense. 
However, this study reveals no specific information about whether school-based bullying 
prevention efforts at schools will in fact reduce student suicide or other mental health 
antecedents such as anxiety. In fact, suicide risk (like bullying) is the complex product of 
individual, relationship, community and societal factors. The CDC does not list bullying 
as one of the main risk factors for suicide on its injury prevention website (Gladden et al. 
2014). 17It is essential that the aim of the mandate be reconsidered and the connection 
between bullying and suicide be investigated to ensure alignment with evidence. 
In parallel to the question of whether suicide and bullying are connected is the 
low incidence of bullying-related deaths nationally and globally. In the United States, 
national data is not compiled on bullying-related deaths in a systematic way. Globally, 
Srabstein recently conducted a study which reviewed cases in news reports of bullying-
related fatal and nonfatal injuries over one year that includes the United States (J.C. 
Srabstein 2013). From July 2011 through June 2012, there were 82 cases ofbullying-
related fatal and nonfatal injuries, and among those injuries 17 were suicides and 18 
17 The risk factors for suicide the CDC lists include family history of suicide, family history of 
child maltreatment, previous suicide attempt( s ), history of mental disorders (particularly clinical 
depression), history of alcohol and substance abuse, feelings of hopelessness, impulsive or 
aggressive tendencies, cultural and religious beliefs (e.g., belief that suicide is noble resolution of 
a personal dilemma), local epidemics of suicide, isolation (a feeling of being cut off from other 
people), barriers to accessing mental health treatment, loss (relational, social, work, or financial), 
physical illness, easy access to lethal methods, unwillingness to seek help because of the stigma 
attached to mental health and substance abuse disorders or to suicidal thoughts. Source: 
http://www.cdc.gov/ViolencePrevention!suicide/riskprotectivefactors.html 
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homicides. These cases occurred in Western countries with a combined population of 
225.5 million children and adolescents ages 5-19. Srabstein astutely points out that, 
"there is a huge variance between the 35 news-reported bullying-related episodes of 
suicides and homicides and the 18,674 cases of juvenile violent deaths per year that are 
estimated to occur in the Americas which would be of the essence in developing public 
health policies for its prevention." Which is more important: the 35 deaths due to 
bullying or all18,674 cases of child death due to violence? Both violent death among 
youth and bullying are important. The intent is not to set them up as competing priorities, 
but to evaluate the constellation of issues that affect youth well-being and the health of 
communities and understand how they may interact. It is important to note that there are 
other causes of fatal injury among youth apart from suicide, including motor vehicle 
accidents, child abuse and neglect, intimate partner violence, and homicide. Perhaps 
communities should begin to focus on bullying as part ofthe problem within the entire 
scope of a larger problem (e.g. , violent injury). 
On the local level, bullying ranks low among perceived problems. In the case 
study described in Chapter 10, none of the communities considering bullying to be a 
significant problem. Some communities were more likely to cite pressure to achieve 
academically as a primary driver of student mental health than bullying. In Chapter 9, 
half (50%) of superintendents surveyed did not agree that bullying was a problem in their 
school district. If bullying is an uncommon phenomenon in a particular community, is it 
appropriate to apply a one-size-fits-all idea such as anti-bullying intervention to that 
community? Further, what are the unintended consequences of focusing on an issue that 
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has both low incidence and is not a main risk factor for poor student health outcomes? 
In this context, it appears that the Massachusetts law focused on the wrong 
solution to the rightful concern about youth suicide given the paucity of the evidence 
linking bullying to suicide. Bullying is sometimes part of the equation for some students 
that choose self-harm, but it is important to maintain a more comprehensive outlook 
regarding the contributors to poor mental health and fatal injury among children. 
Do Stakeholders Really Know How to Prevent Bullying? 
What happens when it is not known how to address something that is identified as a 
problem? Often traditional responses are a natural inclination. In this study, school 
districts focused on establishing educational and disciplinary approaches to address 
student behavior-strategies that are at the heart of providing education and are what 
school districts know how to implement. In fact, the majority of school districts simply 
revised their existing accountability mechanisms and updated their health curricula with 
existing anti-bullying programs. Some schools also chose to bring in external experts to 
speak to students, staff, and occasionally parents. Anti-bullying training was added to 
existing professional development for new and current school staff, usually repeated on 
an annual basis. However, are these approaches effective to prevent bullying, especially 
cyber-bullying? 
This study begins to shed light on the challenges faced by school districts and the 
community at large in preventing harassment from developing into bullying episodes. 
School districts excel at education and enforcing rules, but the prevention of bullying 
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requires a comprehensive strategy implemented at individual, relational, and community 
levels that is difficult to create and implement. The emphasis is still clearly on discipline 
following an investigation of alleged bullying episodes. Notwithstanding whether 
bullying should be the real issue of focus as was discussed in the previous section, this 
disciplinary approach has its limitations in that it narrowly focuses on behavior and its 
consequences. The approach does not empower the target with new skills to prevent it 
from happening, nor provide aggressors with alternatives to harassing their target 
repeatedly. As seen in the case study in District C, bullies are referred to outside 
programming only when they are considered repeat offenders. Even the language that 
may be used to describe bullying by law enforcement (e.g., "repeat offender") resonates 
with a punitive law approach that does not address the underlying factors that enable 
bullying in the first place. 
There is no one-size-fits-all strategy to prevent bullying that fits every cultural 
and developmental context. Even the Olweus program has its limitations, particularly in 
how it applies to a multi-cultural context as it was developed and tested in Scandinavian 
countries initially. Evidence from the case study in Chapter 10 shows that administrators 
in school districts believe that by addressing in-person bullying, you also address online 
bullying. In reality, there are very few approaches that are tailored specifically to 
cyberbullying, and there is no evidence that applying traditional anti-bullying education 
and disciplinary strategies also reduce online bullying. Data from this study demonstrate 
ambivalence among stakeholders about whether gains were being made in reducing 
cyber-bullying, prompting reconsideration of a singular strategy applied to both 
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traditional and online bullying. 
Data from this study also show that stakeholders are concerned about there being 
few anti-bullying curricula that they consider appropriate for high school aged 
adolescents . While there are approaches to anti-bullying at the high school level, the 
literature does not demonstrate effectiveness of these approaches in high school systems. 
However, as was previously mentioned, school districts found ways to counter what was 
considered an absence of appropriate learning materials by adapting existing curricula to 
the high school level and involving students in the design of content and materials . 
Even if evidence-based educational approaches have been demonstrated to be 
effective, there are still situations where it is not clear how to address bullying. Consider 
the scenario where a seven year old repeatedly pulls the hair of another seven year old 
with poorer social skills, potentially disrupting the target's ability to function 
academically. Per the CDC definition, this could be described as bullying. The model 
from one of our case study communities suggests that law enforcement has a seat at the 
table in participating in the messaging of anti-bullying education and intervention, but 
public health studies tell us that there is no evidence for the effectiveness of a scared 
straight approach, and direct police involvement in incident investigation and 
consequence delivery may escalate the situation and produce contrary results. The social 
sciences suggest a myriad ofbetter options for changing behavior. 
Evidence from this study indicates that school districts do not know how to 
address cyber-bullying adequately at any level, and again schools can only help address 
cyber-bullying if it is reported and disrupts school. As previously mentioned, schools 
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and parents lack the expertise to support students in preventing and addressing 
cyberbullying. Technology to prevent cyber-bullying lags behind the relentless pace of 
expanding social networking and smart-enabled mobile device usage among children. In 
the absence of adequate technical fixes to protect children from cyber-bullies, address the 
anonymity of the internet, and resolve issues around the permanence of online content, 
efforts to reduce cyber-bullying and its impact are likely to be expensive and with 
limited success. 
Prevention of all types ofbullying requires local adaptation to meet the needs of 
children. There is evidence that school districts are adapting their approach to bullying 
out of necessity to ensure student needs are addressed in the context of mobile technology 
expansion and utilization by students. As schools make these adaptations, it is important 
to acknowledge that not all school districts have the knowledge or resources to make an 
investment in innovation. This is especially applicable ifbullying does not make the top 
of the list in terms of student problems in a school district. For these districts, anti-
bullying laws lead to efforts to prove compliance with the law rather than ensuring 
children do not experience harms associated with bullying incidents. It is an important 
next step to acknowledge that there are gaps in how Massachusetts addresses bullying, 
whether or not we agree that the focus of future efforts is on bullying or on child health 
and well-being more broadly. 
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Making the Case for Public Health Leadership of Bullying Prevention 
The Massachusetts anti-bullying law says the Board of Education and Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) are responsible for regulating the response 
to bullying in their school districts. However, the law makes the traditional assumption 
that bullying is a primarily a school-based problem. Cyber-bullying data reveals, 
however, that this assumption does not comport with the reality. In fact, cyber-bullying is 
more pervasive outside of school than inside. This study posits that looking at bullying as 
an aberration in student behavior that can be controlled by enforcing standards with clear 
consequences within schools is no longer appropriate. At heart, bullying is about the 
developmental task of youth to initiate and maintain healthy maintain healthy peer 
interactions in school and community settings. Is it really possible to separate out normal 
adolescent development practices such as creating cliques and changing "best friends," 
teasing, narcissism, and insecurity from bullying in terms of effects? These are not 
unusual behaviors that on their own may have the same effects as bullying. In this 
context, whose job should it be to lead efforts to reduce bullying and promote child 
health? 
The Massachusetts Department of Public Health (DPH) is charged with 
preventing illness, injury, and premature death, to assure access to high quality public 
health and health care services, and to promote wellness and health equity for all people 
in the Commonwealth. An approach to bullying as a health and development issue takes 
the emphasis off of discipline as the primary means intervention to reduce violence. With 
that perspective, the DPH becomes an appropriate lead agency for the prevention of 
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youth violence, with bullying seen as a distinct component that shares psychosocial roots 
with other forms of youth violence. The DPH through existing partnerships between DPH 
and local health departments is in a position to coordinate broader efforts that transcend 
school borders to prevent child injury. DPH is also a natural convener of partners across 
sectors, including the Board of Education and DESE, which should be seen as lead 
partner. DPH is also in a position to coordinate surveillance and reporting of bullying-
related behaviors over time and ensuring that data are disseminated to agents in the field 
in a position to address youth violence. 
There are models for a public health led response involving schools. In 2011 , 
DPH developed and disseminated head injury regulations, including surveillance 
components and online training, to school districts via DESE. School districts were 
asked to revise or adopt a model concussion prevention policy and to collect and report 
data on concussions to the DPH. In the first year of regulation, athletic departments 
across the state reported to DPH that 3,450 middle and high school students suffered a 
confirmed or suspected head injury during extracurricular athletic activities during the 
20 11-2012 school year (Kocian 2013 ). Prior to this regulation, the number of sports 
related head injuries was not known. Another example of child health leadership by DPH 
is the implementation of food regulations relating to the prevention of childhood obesity. 
DPH developed and is monitoring school response to those regulations and the outcomes 
of those policies on child body mass index and physical activity. These efforts include a 
broad coalition of stakeholders with school districts responsible for implementation and 
reporting and DPH setting an agenda and being held accountable to achieving outcomes 
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for improved child health and well-being. Another example of public health leadership 
involves school and community youth violence. Local departments of public health and 
the Boston Public Health Commission are engaged in a multi-stakeholder campaign to 
address inner city violence among school children. 
DPH is in a strong position to identify and empower stakeholders to be part of the 
solution to youth violence, as violence prevention in a community setting requires a 
collective effort among many stakeholders. Schools have been assigned the task to serve 
as a locus for community response to bullying, but there is consensus in study data that 
many parties bear responsibility for or the tools to address aspects of bullying. These 
stakeholders include parents, teachers, school staff and volunteers, community members, 
coaches, and law enforcement in addition to school administrators. When reframing 
bullying as a public health issue, there are other relevant partners that should play a role 
in ensuring children are healthy and grow into healthy adults-namely, parents, health 
care providers, school nurses, neighbors, other school districts, district attorney offices, 
sheriffs, and guidance counselors. By narrowly defining bullying as a school problem, 
these natural and important partnerships are unintentionally excluded from being part of 
the solution to broader youth violence in the community. Public health can open the door 
to new partners and ensure their creative thinking and action to reduce youth violence. 
When considering a shift in ownership ofbullying to a larger youth violence 
prevention strategy led by DPH, it is important to consider the system in which child 
health is enabled and violence (among other determinants of poor health) is minimized. 
Bullying is a behavior that has developmental and environmental causes associated with 
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poor health outcomes. At an individual level, each child who has encountered bullying 
has his or her own set of developmental and context-driven antecedents to becoming a 
target or aggressor. Each child will respond to different kinds of interventions. At the 
system level, achieving the wellness of all children requires us to view these unique 
situational factors summatively and to evaluate possible approaches based on data across 
all children and their responses to that system. It is important to shift our thinking to 
view bullying as a measure of the health of the system responsible for child well-being, 
and that thinking must align responsibility for ensuring the success of that system with 
the appropriate agency charged with injury prevention. 
Moving Forward: Integrating Public Health into Bullying Prevention and 
Intervention 
The anti-bullying mandate provided impetus for communities to promote awareness and 
review of the systems in place to identify bullying episodes in schools. These outcomes 
are positive steps toward improved well-being of children, but the real outcome is 
improved social and mental health well-being of children. Society is a long way away 
from realizing this refmed outcome, and it is important to realign our efforts toward 
achieving this goal regardless of whether the law specifically directs school districts and 
other parties to complete those efforts. Bullying and suicide are markers that the larger 
system responsible for enabling positive social and mental health among children needs 
improvement. This system cuts across school, the home, and a wider community that 
includes in-person and online members. Coordination of these efforts in all three of these 
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sectors are necessary to affect positive change in child health, and to do so a new 
framework for making those improvements must be adopted. 
Public health provides a framework for evaluating predictions of risk and 
assessing prevalence of behaviors, and offers a comprehensive approach to delivering 
resources and services. Incorporating this perspective involves making changes away 
from the current school-based approach to an integrated approach where the onus for 
prevention is placed within the public health space. How might this transition begin in 
the context of an anti-bullying law that has been in place for several years? There are 
three next steps that are key to making this transition: 1) school districts should continue 
to comply with the law and promote awareness and concern about youth violence, 
particularly among parents; 2) school districts should refocus efforts away from 
disciplinary and criminal justice responses and adopt strategies to promote a school-based 
culture that supports optimal student mental health; and 3) Massachusetts should 
establish an effective state level technical assistance center for supporting school districts 
and the wider community in reducing cyber-bullying. 
Promotion of Youth Violence Awareness Should Continue 
School districts should continue to comply with the anti-bullying mandate and continue 
their efforts to promote awareness and concern about bullying, but reframe this concern 
around youth violence. This study shows that many school districts have implemented 
the anti-bullying mandate comprehensively and in compliance with the legal 
requirements of the mandate. Many school districts have taken the mandate and gone 
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farther with the requirements such as adapting and developing curricula or adopting 
student information systems to better capture bullying data over time and across schools. 
These efforts can easily integrate a wider perspective around all types of student violence, 
including harassment, intimate partner violence, among others. 
As part of an anti-bullying program, school districts should expand their efforts to 
make parents aware ofthe law and to engage them in delivering anti-bullying messaging 
and protective strategies for students. This study revealed that parents may not feel 
empowered to address cyber-bullying and are looking to schools to provide support in 
this area. School districts can provide leadership in this area and facilitate conversations 
with parents to identify ways children can be protected from online and school-based 
violence. School districts may also take this opportunity to clarify that the law does not 
make bullying a crime, although many types of violence are subject to other parts of the 
criminal law just as they were before the enactment of the bullying law. Law enforcement 
and district attorney offices may be very helpful resources in developing materials 
targeting this misconception that can be broadly disseminated to parents. However, the 
involvement of law enforcement in direct dissemination of anti-bullying messaging or 
participation in anti-bullying activities may inadvertently contribute to public confusion 
regarding the criminality of bullying. School districts should communicate clearly the 
role of law enforcement when they become involved in anti-bullying efforts to minimize 
such confusion. 
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Focus on Culture, not Just Discipline 
School districts should prioritize educational strategies that focus on socio-emotional 
health and skills and realign their anti-bullying efforts around promotion of a school-
based culture that supports optimal student mental health. Discipline for recognized 
infractions is and always will be part of school culture, but it is just one facet of 
supporting students in developing into healthy adults. Adoption of a broader health 
promotion strategy that includes robust implementation of health curriculum including 
content on violence prevention that will help students build real skills in maintaining 
healthy relationships. These approaches should be tailored to meet the needs of all 
students, including those students with special education needs. 
One strategy to ensure a shift in school culture toward positive mental health is to 
engage students in designing and developing that culture. This study uncovered examples 
of student participation in developing anti-bullying approaches as part of compliance 
with the anti-bullying mandate. While this study did not include student respondents, as 
target recipients of the law, it is important to ensure students participate in determining 
school culture with the support of trusted adults. 
Another potential avenue for promoting a shift in school culture is the 
involvement of school health centers and nurses in developing strategies for promoting a 
comprehensive wellness approach. This approach could include broader behavioral and 
mental health strategies, building on other school-based wellness efforts such as those 
designed to address obesity. Externally to school, health care professionals who serve the 
population of children attending school may also be able to suggest and develop 
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strategies to improve mental health at school. Educators interviewed were far more 
concerned about other stressors on students (e.g., over-achievement, competitiveness) 
than bullying. The specific focus on bullying may divert attention away from efforts to 
address these more significant issues. These community partnerships may serve as a 
catalyst for shaping and establishing alternative efforts to build a positive school culture 
where bullying and other violence is not normative. 
Establish A Center for Cyber-Bullying Prevention 
Massachusetts should establish an effective state level technical assistance center for 
supporting school districts and the wider community in reducing cyber-bullying. The 
anti-bullying law created a burden on schools to serve as a safety net for families whose 
children are involved in bullying; however, schools do not have the expertise to address 
cyber-bullying. This study demonstrated that school districts struggle to address cyber-
bullying unless reported to the school, and potentially schools could do more to address 
cyber-bullying if they had expertise to draw upon to support these families. 
While there are some academic centers that provide technical assistance to 
schools such as the Massachusetts Aggression Reduction Center at Bridgewater State 
University, there is no single entity responsible for providing support to school districts. 
It is essential that school districts have access to the latest information in addressing 
cyber-bullying, especially as this technology evolves. Without a center to coordinate that 
information, schools will continue to struggle in responding to families in need of help 
addressing online bullying. 
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It is worth noting that the Governor-established Commission on Bullying 
Prevention that is chaired by the Attorney General who is charged with "the review of the 
General Laws to determine if they need to be amended in order to address bullying and 
cyber-bullying and to investigate parental responsibility and liability for bullying and 
cyber-bullying." However, this Commission is not charged with the provision of direct 
technical assistance to school districts nor support the collection and dissemination of 
best practices. Further, the appointment of the Attorney General to head this 
Commission may contribute to public belief that bullying is a crime, a message that is 
inappropriate as previously discussed. To rectify this gap in support of bullying 
prevention, it is recommended that the Governor establish a cyber-bullying center within 
the Department of Public Health that provides expert technical assistance, innovation, 
and accountability for improvement in bullying rates. The remainder of this chapter 
describes the charge and functions of this center relative to meeting the needs of school 
districts, parents, and other key stakeholders in addressing cyber-bullying now and in the 
future. 
Mission and Key Functions of the Center 
School districts lack the expertise and resources to address cyber-bullying. The primary 
mission of the state cyber-bullying center would be to establish statewide capacity in 
schools and school health centers across the state to prevent and reduce cyber-bullying 
among children. The center will execute the following key functions in order to meet this 
charge: 1) technical assistance and training, 2) strategic partnership building, 3) research 
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and innovation, and 4) surveillance and reporting. These key functions will be fulfilled as 
described below. 
Technical Assistance and Training 
The newly established center will provide support to school districts in developing 
evidence-based cyber-bullying prevention and intervention strategies. The center will 
recruit experts across and outside of the state to provide ongoing technical assistance to 
school districts in the development of these strategies. The center will also maintain a 
training center for cyber-bullying prevention and reduction that will provide free 
professional development opportunities to school districts. Training will be targeted to 
classroom teachers, school nurses, administrators, parents, and health care providers (e.g., 
pediatricians, family practitioners). The center will also update its materials and 
approaches with emerging literature and ensure school districts are kept apprised of 
changes affecting cyber-bullying. 
Strategic Partnership Building 
It is vital that Massachusetts build strategic partnerships between schools and 
communities with providers of technical and psychological resources to combat cyber-
bullying. The state must leverage existing relationships with professional organizations 
and ensure those organizations are supported to serve their constituencies. This also 
includes leveraging their expertise and practical experience. The newly established 
center will be responsible for creating and maintaining effective strategic partnerships 
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with the professional and community-based organizations and state/local agencies that 
support stakeholders in ensuring child mental health and well-being. These organizations 
and entities include, but are not limited to the following: 
• Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents 
• Massachusetts Association of School Committees 
• Massachusetts Teachers Association 
• Massachusetts Administrators for Special Education 
• Massachusetts Association of Vocational Administrators 
• Massachusetts Parent Teacher Association 
• Massachusetts Chiefs of Police Association 
• Attorney General's Office 
• Regional District Attorney Offices 
• Regional youth organizations such as the Middlesex Partnerships for Youth 
It is important that these partnerships extend across all school districts, including charter 
schools, private schools, vocational schools, and adult day programs. While this study 
only included public schools, bullying and youth violence is certainly not limited to 
publicly funded schools. 
Research & Innovation 
The center would cultivate in-house expertise to prevent cyber-bullying, including 
experts in technology and social networking. The center will conduct research among 
school districts to collect best practices and disseminate those approaches to all schools. 
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The center will also identify school districts and support those that create innovative, 
novel approaches to addressing cyberbullying by disseminating their approaches to other 
districts. 
Cyber-bullying will require the participation of private organizations in 
developing strategies to protect students from bullying online. This new center will 
convene technologists across Massachusetts and beyond to develop technologies and 
applications to prevent and reduce cyber-bullying. Strategies that could be employed 
include the convention of "Hackathons" to create mobile apps that will identify bullying. 
Another strategy could be advocacy at the state level to provide state tax credits for 
private organizations that develop technology to prevent cyber-bullying. 
Surveillance and Reporting 
The new center will work with the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
to conduct surveillance of cyber-bullying and its risk factors across the state. Currently, 
school districts report bullying episodes through annual disciplinary reports submitted to 
DESE. The center will support the development of more meaningful measurement of 
child health related to violence online and regularly report on those measures to school 
districts across the state. Data collected and reported by the center will support the 
evaluation of cyber-bullying interventions for continuous learning and improvement 
through improved surveillance of violence/bullying behaviors. 
316 
Conclusion 
The school-based anti-bullying mandate catalyzed school districts across Massachusetts 
to standardize their response to school-based bullying, leading to increased perception of 
accountability for bullying and improved documentation of student behaviors. There are 
also significant challenges to continued implementation, including new mandates and 
regulatory initiatives that school districts must implement. This study suggests that school 
districts that have developed unique and effective approaches to school-based bullying 
may be as common as those that are struggling to implement the law. 
The law has served as a catalyst for action and enhanced awareness of youth 
violence that is identified at school. However, there is no evidence yet to suggest an 
impact on bullying rates among school children. Through the mandate's focus on in-
school bullying, Massachusetts is missing an important opportunity to address child 
health more broadly and directly. By adopting a public health framework and shifting 
away from a disciplinary focus to bullying response, we realign our efforts with improved 
child socio-mental health and provide ourselves with the tools to address the root causes 
of bullying. Public health offers a comprehensive approach to delivering resources and 
services to school districts, families, and communities at large, taking the onus off 
schools to be held solely accountable for health and refocusing their attention on being 
able to meet their legal obligation to meet children's educational needs. By shifting our 
state-wide strategy to address the emerging and relevant problem of cyber-bullying, we 
have the opportunity to innovate and engage a broader coalition of stakeholders to 
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respond to a serious public health problem. These strategies will allow the 
Commonwealth to better serve the needs of children and their families. 
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CHAPTER 13: POLICY BRIEF 
MEMORANDUM 
DATE: MM/DD/2014 
TO: [Name of State Legislator] 
FROM: Karen Sautter Errichetti, Dr PH, North Reading School Committee 
Member 
SUBJECT: Opportunity to Enhance the Anti-Bullying Law and Prevent Bullying in 
Schools 
Bullying-the intentional, repetitive use of power to cause harm to or control another 
person with less power-is a significant public health problem. One in four children is 
bullied annually in the United States, placing children at risk for poor health including 
suicide [ 1]. The Massachusetts state legislature quickly responded to two student suicides 
due to bullying by passing An Act Relative to Bullying in Schools. Massachusetts has an 
opportunity to strengthen this law after successful statewide implementation of its 
provisions. By fully funding staff training, providing additional protection for vulnerable 
populations, allowing local flexibility to adapt and create educational programming with 
a broader socio-emotional focus, Massachusetts will take several steps closer to reducing 
bullying in our schools. 
The Burden of Bullying in Massachusetts. Almost one in five (18%) of high school 
students in Massachusetts have experienced bullying at school in the past year, and 36% 
of middle school students describe themselves as victims of bullying [2]. As a form of 
youth violence, bullying is a major contributor to youth suicide and mental disorders [ 4]. 
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The effects of bullying reverberate across the lifespan, leading to chronic physical and 
mental health disorders such as depression during adulthood [5]. There are a handful of 
evidence-based school anti-bullying curricula available that emphasis a comprehensive 
"whole school" approach to bullying, but there are major gaps in anti-bullying 
educational programming at the high school level [6]. 
Lessons from the Early Implementation of the Anti-Bullying Law. Data from my 
recently completed dissertation demonstrates that the law had broad reach across 
Massachusetts public schools, with high levels of awareness of the law (93 .4%) and 
support for the law (81.3%) from an array of school constituencies [7] . However, almost 
four years after the anti-bullying law was passed, it is not considered the top issue faced 
by school districts. In fact, bullying ranked fourth (30.1 %) among all respondents, behind 
lack of parent involvement (51.9%), alcohol use (34.2%), and drug abuse (33.5%). Most 
stakeholders believe and support the law's intention to reduce bullying, but there are 
several c1itical gaps in the law to be filled to ensure steps toward that goal. These gaps 
include lack of funding for professional development, lack of protection for vulnerable 
student groups, and the unavailability of appropriate evidence-based anti-bullying 
interventions. 
Taking Anti-Bullying to the Next Level. Three strategies that would enable schools to 
improve their ability to address and reduce bullying. 
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• Fully fund professional development. Schools are grappling with ever-
constrained budgets in the face of economic challenges and competing priorities. 
Schools have shifted priorities away from professional development to be able to 
deliver level services and meet mandates. Schools provide limited but compliant 
professional development for their teachers in anti -bullying, but this training is 
inadequate. Providing schools with additional funding to meet the staff training 
requirement is essential to moving anti-bullying efforts forward in schools. 
• Protect vulnerable groups. The initial post-law experience of school-based anti-
bullying efforts has demonstrated a lack of focus on providing specialized 
education and responses to bullying for those students with special needs or who 
experience higher rates of bullying. By enumerating these populations in the law, 
schools would have a directive to ensure anti-bullying approaches are tailored to 
their unique needs. 
• Enable local flexibility to develop appropriate curricula. Research shows that 
there are almost no high-school level evidence-based anti-bullying programs. 
There is additional evidence that students are not receptive to approved curricula 
because they do not accurately reflect their day-to-day lives. By directing the 
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education to allow school districts to 
develop their own programming, students will have access to effective approaches 
that are relevant and timely. 
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Time is Health: We Must Act Now. As we approach the fourth anniversary of the anti-
bullying law, we have an opportunity to learn from the early experience of school 
districts in implementing the 2010 anti-bullying law and strengthen their capability to 
prevent bullying. By enabling teachers and staff to deliver appropriate anti-bullying 
lessons with confidence, empowering schools to create educational curricula aligned with 
the real-world experiences of their students, and ensuring equal protection for students at 
high-risk for bullying, we will meet our obligation to provide a safe, supportive learning 
environment for all Massachusetts students. 
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CHAPTER 14: OPINION EDITORIAL 
The Massachusetts Bullying Law of 2010 makes school districts accountable, but 
where is the plan for addressing the root causes of bullying? 
As a two-term school committee member who completed her doctorate by evaluating the 
Massachusetts bullying law, I have listened to hundreds of educators, parents, school 
committee members and law enforcement leaders about how they deal with bullying in 
their communities. Their message to me was clear: we comply with the anti-bullying law 
to prevent bullying, but we are not doing enough about other issues that affect student 
health and achievement. 
In my statewide survey of over 500 superintendents, chiefs of police, school 
committee members, and parent advocates, 48% said the law has prevented bullying 'a 
little ' and another 8% said 'a lot. ' The law also has the support of 82% of all respondents. 
This is a great start to improving the safety of our children. 
However, almost four years after the anti-bullying law was passed, it is not 
considered the top issue faced by school districts. In fact, bullying ranked fourth (30.1 %) 
among all respondents, behind lack of parent involvement (51.9%), alcohol use (34.2%), 
and drug abuse (33.5%). 
In four in-depth case studies of Massachusetts school districts, school 
superintendents and administrators charged with implementing anti-bullying programs 
described the curriculum choices available to them as "limiting," with too narrow a focus 
on bullying and not enough attention on emotional and social well-being of students as 
they grow up. 
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Based on the results of my study, I found myself questioning whether our efforts 
to defeat bullying are broad enough to prevent its most severe consequences, or deep 
enough to help the most vulnerable students. Student suicide for any reason is a tragic 
outcome, and we all mourn the death of students who took their lives in response to 
bullying. But serious mental health conditions such as depression and anxiety can also 
have lifetime consequences, whether or not they are associated with bullying, and we are 
not doing enough generally to support mental health for our children and their families. 
Addressing bullying is only part of the equation for promoting positive health outcomes 
for school children. The anti-bullying law can be viewed as a catalyst for addressing the 
rest of that health equation. We have spent three years focused on anti-bullying, and we 
are doing pretty well. Now it is time to take those efforts to the next level. 
As we approach the fourth anniversary ofthe 2010 anti-bullying law, 
Massachusetts communities have the opportunity to look beyond compliance with the 
bullying law and renew their commitment to the spirit of the law. School based efforts to 
prevent bullying since the deaths of Carl Joseph Walker-Hoover and Phoebe Prince are 
commendable, but students still and will always need continuous support to attain 
positive mental health. We must fulfill our promise to put children first in our state. 
School districts across the state will be looking to the state legislature and the Governor 
to broaden their priorities in this budget cycle and ensure all communities have the 
flexibility to address the socio-emotional well-being of all students in the 
Commonwealth. 
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CHAPTER 15: CASE STUDY MONOGRAPH 
Introduction 
Bullying-the intentional, repetitive use of power to cause ha1m to or control another 
person with less power-is not just an issue for school administrations and the criminal 
justice system but represents a significant public health problem. One in four children is 
bullied annually in the United States, placing children at risk for poor health including 
suicide. Bullying has become an issue for public discourse and state and local legislation 
in recent decades due to both its continued pervasiveness in schools and an elevated 
public awareness of negative health outcomes for children and communities. 
In January 2010, a South Hadley, Massachusetts teenager named Phoebe Prince 
committed suicide after being bullied in-person and online by her classmates. After 
months of being cyberbullied and physically and verbally bullied at school, Prince hung 
herself in the stairwell of her family home. Hours later, Prince was mocked by bullies on 
her Facebook Memorial page. A Hampshire County Grand Jury responded a few months 
later by indicting nine of Prince's high school classmates with a battery of charges, 
including civil rights violations with bodily injury, criminal harassment, stalking, and 
statutory rape. Three of those students were expelled from South Hadley High School. 
Prince's suicide increased national awareness of the consequences of bullying and 
ignited fierce national debate over how states and communities should address bullying. 
Massachusetts responded to Prince's death and the suicide of Springfield six -grader Carl 
Joseph Walker-Hoover passing one of the nation's most comprehensive anti-bullying 
laws. On May 3, 2010, Governor Deval Patrick signed into Massachusetts General Law 
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Chapter 92, "An Act Relative to Bullying in Schools." The law requires school districts, 
charter schools and some private schools to develop bullying prevention/intervention 
plans containing provisions for the development of specific curricula, training, 
investigation, mandatory reporting and discipline related to bullying. Now nearly three 
years later, how are communities responding to this landmark legislation? This 
monograph reports the findings from a research study evaluating the responses of four 
diverse Massachusetts communities to the 2010 anti-bullying mandate. 
Evaluation Approach 
Four communities participated in an evaluation of their early implementation of school-
district level anti-bullying policy and programming following the Massachusetts anti-
bullying legislative mandate in 2010. Applying the RE-AlM (Reach, Effectiveness, 
Adoption, Implementation, and Maintenance) evaluation framework, the study conducted 
case studies of each community to : 
• Assess stakeholder awareness of the 2010 legislative mandate 
• Identify factors affecting perceived reach, effectiveness, adoption, 
implementation, and maintenance of school bullying prevention strategies 
• Examine the mandate 's effects and implications for the future for the three core 
functions of public health: assessment, assurance, and policy development 
Each community identified five or six administrative stakeholders to take part in 45-
minute semi-structured interviews for the study. These stakeholders included 
superintendents, assistant superintendents, special education (SPED) directors, school 
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principals, athletic directors, school committee members, and parents. Questions covered 
the following topics: 
• Awareness of and support for the Massachusetts anti-bullying law 
• Anti-bullying activities in place prior to the law 
• Process for selecting the planned intervention and rationale for excluding other 
approaches 
• The roles and responsibilities of those who planned and implemented the anti-
bullying program 
• The development of anti-bullying policy and its influence on school procedures 
• Descriptions of all relevant school procedures related to preventing and 
addressing bullying when it occurs, including staff training 
• Promotional factors and barriers to adopting school policy and procedures around 
bullying 
• Influence oflaw enforcement, parents, and other constituents in implementing 
anti-bullying programs 
• Unique challenges in addressing bullying in the SPED population and other 
vulnerable groups 
• Surveillance and monitoring procedures on paper and in practice 
• Lessons learned from early challenges and plans to improve anti-bullying 
approach in subsequent years 
• Recommendations by the school district in ensuring bullying prevention continues 
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Student handbooks and publicly accessible materials describing anti-bullying efforts in 
the school district (e.g., descriptions of student assemblies, copies of anti-bullying 
posters, and anti-bullying curriculum) were requested and reviewed. 
A total of 21 stakeholders were interviewed across the four communities. Each 
stakeholder was interviewed by phone between July and October 2013. Observations 
from the interviews and review of secondary materials were analyzed using standard 
qualitative analysis techniques and software. This report presents synopses of these four 
communities and their response to the anti-bullying law. 
The Early Experience of Four Communities in Implementing the Anti-Bullying Law 
All four communities in this case study responded to the 2010 anti-bullying legislation in 
a variety of ways. Most school district informants had a high degree of knowledge about 
the legislation's passage and followed the development of the legislation after the highly 
publicized student suicide in South Hadley. Many school district informants described 
participating in planning efforts prior to the law's passage and immediately following 
enactment of the law as part of an implementation team to ensure compliance. 
School district informants had a high-level of knowledge of the legal definition of 
bullying, and many described the intent of the law as raising awareness of bullying and 
how it differs from other forms of harassment. Respondents from all four districts 
specifically pointed to the repetition component as being central to understanding how to 
identify bullying. Respondents described intent to harm being a component of bullying 
less often than the repetition and power imbalance components of the definition. There 
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was also extensive knowledge about the provisions of the legislations among respondents 
across all four school districts. 
All four school districts developed and implemented bullying prevention and 
intervention plans required by the state. Activities undertaken in response to the law for 
all districts included modification of school policy on bullying (since all districts had 
existing policies before the law went into effect), adoption of specific anti-bullying 
education for students, staff training, and codified bullying reporting and investigation 
procedures. School districts volunteered very little information about whether they 
customized their approach to different students, such as those in special education 
programs. In one school district, informants indicated adopting specialized curricula for 
SPED students was something they were not able to address in their first year. 
The four school districts did not change substantially their approach to addressing 
bullying. These approaches ranged from educational to disciplinary. While each school 
district certainly made modifications or additions to their existing programming and 
policies, the tone of the approach remained intact. Only one school district went so far as 
to describe their approach as zero-tolerance, with a focus on intervention. All other 
school districts in the case study focused on aligning their educational and/or disciplinary 
approaches to be compliant with the law. For all of the school districts, the law had an 
impact on their approach to tracking student behavior, with one district actually adopting 
a student information system to ensure longitudinal tracking of bullying across schools . 
All school districts adopted specific anti-bullying curriculum in response to the 
mandate. However, DESE regulation around selecting an evidence-based approved 
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curriculum was described as a barrier to adoption, particularly at the high school level. In 
two of the four districts, there was evidence that school districts had to make 
modifications to the high school curriculum to make it relevant and appropriate for high 
school students. Elementary and middle school programming was for most respondents 
unremarkable in terms of its implementation impact on students. Very few districts 
adopted specific special education curricula. 
Across the four school districts, respondents expressed doubt that the law itself 
had prevented bullying. Respondents seemed to agree that bullying is a universal problem 
for all school districts and is important to address, but mandating anti-bullying efforts at 
the school level does not promote prevention. Rather, the law has promoted increased 
awareness about bullying and its consequences, enabled discussion in schools about 
violence, improved documentation of student behavior potentially leading to early 
identification of problems before they become bullying, and enhanced school climate 
around student safety and well-being. No respondent indicated that schools do not have a 
role in preventing bullying, but several respondents across all districts mentioned the 
shared responsibility that schools, parents, and communities have for promoting positive 
student relationships and preventing violence. 
Among respondents, there appeared to be consensus that school districts made 
many changes to school operations such as the process to report bullying, establishing 
new documentation and investigation procedures around bullying, and new interventions 
to ensure student safety following establishment of bullying. However, no school district 
identified these changes as being disruptive to school functioning. Implementation of new 
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or enhanced programming was not described as being burdensome apart from taking time 
away from other priorities that were less important. Very few respondents in the four 
districts described the law as being financially unfeasible. All four school districts 
reported success in implementation of the law. 
Cyber-bullying was described as a major impetus of the legislation and a concern 
for all districts. In all four districts, cyber-bullying only became an issue for a district if it 
was reported to the school by a student or parent or there was clear evidence that 
something occurring online or off-school-grounds was having an impact on a student's 
learning or functioning at school. Most school districts in this case study reported needing 
to expand upon their approach to addressing cyber-bullying, especially in supporting 
parents to address technology usage at home. 
Lack of parent engagement is a universal theme across all four districts. Parents in 
general are seen by those implementing the law as either partners (in cases where 
bullying occurs and needs a response) or obstacles, especially in jumping the gun to 
ascribing the label of bullying to something that does not fit the legal definition. Calling 
an incident or set of circumstances 'bullying' may also be a tool for parents of special 
education students to receive additional resources or out-of-district placements. Some 
school districts have made attempts to educate parents about bullying, inviting them to 
presentations and assemblies and providing materials about the law, school district 
policy, and procedures. Two years post-enactment, parent engagement however, still 
proves to be elusive for school districts. 
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While no law enforcement leaders accepted the invitation to be interviewed for 
this study, all school districts described relationships with law enforcement as being part 
of their response to bullying. Three of the four school districts described those 
relationships as being a positive and/or important part of that response, calling out the 
range of law enforcement roles in addressing bullying, from education to intervention. In 
at least two school districts, the hire of school resource officers extended school resources 
to address bullying and allowed for a transition in handling suspected bullying to the 
police department. 
School District Profiles 
School District A 
School District A is a small suburban, Title I designated school district with a student 
enrollment between 2,000 and 4,000 students. Students in School District A are over 90 
percent White and reside in a moderately affluent community with a median annual 
household income of approximately $76,000. School district informants described the 
community as one with very few incidents of violent crime annually and a focus on 
excellence in student achievement. 
School District A revised their local anti-bullying policy following the legislation 
and adopted procedures aligned with that policy, primarily driven by the mandate. The 
school district responded to the mandate with a focus on promoting education about 
bullying. Improved awareness of bullying and its impact have supported the promotion 
of school culture focused on positive relationships. Student and parent engagement are 
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viewed as critical in ensuring bullying does not occur. While an important topic for the 
district, other public health problems such as substance use and abuse or lack of parental 
involvement are also issues for students. Informants reported that the impact of the law 
has improved reporting and documentation of bullying, but has played a minimal role in 
preventing bullying in schools. Cyber-bullying continues to evolve and is an important 
future target for School District A anti-bullying programming. 
VOICES FROM SCHOOL DISTRICT A 
• "It has been effective in raising awareness and reviewing procedures/policies for 
examining what we have done and what we do. It has strengthened the response 
for what happens as a result to the victim and perpetrator." 
• " [Cyber-bullying is] different in that it can be more graphic because you're not 
face to face with the person. So the victim can be treated more poorly- there 's 
nobody standing in front of you so it can be easier to be mean. And, it can be 
compounded by the click of a button ... you know, spread so quickly. This breeds a 
lot of tentacles that can ' t happen with face to face bullying. So, it can be a lot 
more harmful." 
• "We adopted the MASC model policy in large part to ensure that we weren' t 
missing anything from the law that we were supposed to include [in the district's 
policy] so we were compliant." 
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School District B 
School District B is a suburban, Title I designated school district with a student 
enrollment between 1,000 and 3,000 students. Students in School District B are 
predominantly White and reside in an affluent community with a median annual 
household income of approximately $78,000. School district informants described a very 
low level of violence across the communities served by the regional school district. 
School District B revised their approach to bullying to comply with the mandate. 
The school district responded to the mandate with a focus on ensuring appropriate 
disciplinary procedures were codified and documentation of bullying was complete. 
Improved tracking of bullying longitudinally over the course of a student's tenure has 
been the hallmark of School District B' s approach, allowing for the identification of 
patterns in behavior that were previously not recognized. While informants agree that 
bullying prevention is important, all informants reported that the law has not prevented 
bullying from occurring. There is confusion regarding the components and consequences 
of the law perceived by students and parents. The school district is focused on finding 
better anti-bullying curricula in the future, particularly in the area of cyber-bullying. 
VOICES FROM SCHOOL DISTRICT B 
• "There was obviously a lot of buzz after the incident in South Hadley." 
• "It has not been effective because we're trying to legislate children's behavior. 
Many levels removed from the law, it ' s very difficult [to do] ... we achieved 
somewhat the goal of accountability. Bullying is so complex that it's not like 
there is a simple linear solution that you can legislate. If there was, schools would 
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have already implemented it." 
• "The law forced schools to document [bullying]. Otherwise, it might not have 
been written down." 
School District C 
School District C is a large, urban, Title I designated school district with a student 
enrollment over 20,000 students. School District C also operates several Chapter 74 
approved programs. School District C serves a student population that is primarily non-
White and low-income. Students reside in a community with a median annual household 
income of approximately $40,000. Respondents described the level of violence in the 
community as typical for an urban setting but not a big problem. Gang violence was 
reported by some respondents. 
School District Chad well-established anti-violence programming in place prior 
to the anti-bullying mandate, from identification of the problem to intervention with the 
aggressor, and focused their response to the law on compliance and enhancement of 
existing systems. The law did not change their approach to bullying, which focuses on 
discipline and health education. While the law was viewed as being a mechanism for 
bullying prevention, informants did not describe evidence of prevention. The shift in 
epidemiology ofbullying toward cyber-bullying has shifted attention of the school 
district toward parent engagement and outreach to community organizations as an area 
for improvement. 
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VOICES FROM SCHOOL DISTRICT C 
• "[The intent] is to protect our students first and foremost. .. Bullying affects 
learning negatively. We need to ensure a safe environment for student learning 
and students feel comfortable." 
• "Bullying is as important as everything else. The law has given us a light and 
tools to work with just as we have tools for mental health. We've called it 
something now, so now it is as important. Everyone realizes it. Aggression in kids 
only gets worse if it's not dealt with. There's a real commitment to addressing it." 
• "Bullying has some effect on school operations. Like everything else, it affects 
school climate. If an administrator is not on top of it ... you've got kids who get a 
subtle message that this is not important. If a teacher sees it and dismisses it, it 
says that. The law has given us an opportunity to talk to parents about it and to 
address maltreatment. To have every staff member in the building be part of 
creating that safe environment, I think that's what the law did. This is something 
every adult in the building can do and intervene on some level. It's really critical." 
School District D 
School District D is a large, urban Title I school district. School District D serves over 
10,000 students who are primarily White. Students reside in a generally affluent 
community with a median annual household income of approximately $95,000, although 
informants reported a significant minority of students are low-income. Informants 
described the community as relatively safe for a large metropolitan area. 
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School District D quickly moved to adopt the 2010 anti-bullying mandate when it 
was enacted, selecting an evidence-based school-wide anti-bullying curricula to 
implement at each level. The approach met with mixed reviews from students and staff, 
particularly those teachers who implemented the curricula for the first time. School 
Resource Officers extend the resources of the schools and help school principals respond 
to bullying issues. Improved awareness of bullying and its impact align with the school 
district's core values of promoting balanced socio-emotional health. While an important 
topic for the district, bullying is not considered a major problem or among the top 
priorities of the district. Informants reported that the law may have played a some role in 
preventing bullying in schools, but it is unclear to what changes in bullying levels might 
be specifically attributed to. Going forward, the school district hopes to modify its 
curriculum to align with student input and teacher recommendations to ensure buy-in 
across all parties. 
VOICES FROM SCHOOL DISTRICT D 
• "As a district that immediately adopted a program to implement, and given that 
there was a state mandate, that there was not really enough training time for 
faculty and staff to feel comfortable, confident, or equipped to deliver the 
curriculum .. . " 
• "The problems that arose were that the curriculum too simplistic for our students. 
We 've had some form of socio-emotional curriculum since kindergmien. This 
bullying curriculum is almost laughable. It simplifies any challenges or problems 
that involve bullying, and as result has caused a lot of disengagement on the part 
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of staff and students." 
• "I'd love to attribute the change [in bullying] to the [anti-bullying] program, but I 
think it's about the whole trajectory that students experience from K through 12." 
Conclusion 
There were a few areas of variation across school districts. The larger school districts 
had more well developed systems and processes in place to respond to bullying prior to 
the mandate and were able to roll out their response to the mandate earlier than the other 
two districts. For example, the smaller districts did not have pre-existing electronic 
information systems to manage student behavior reports in comparison to established 
systems in the other districts. School districts where violence was not a common 
occurrence focused their response largely on education versus a more administrative, 
disciplinary approach in a school district already addressing violence with a network of 
community partners. School districts where central office and school-level leadership are 
aligned in their approach to bullying experienced more consistent implementation of their 
response to the mandate than districts with new or decentralized leadership. 
The four school districts were more similar than different in stakeholder 
awareness of legislative mandate definitions, provisions, and their local responses to it, 
despite a wide range of socio-economic and geographic factors . Each school district 
made some changes in their curricula, disciplinary procedures, and student behavior 
documentation systems as a result of the law, and all school districts adapted curricula 
only where it was essential to be developmentally appropriate . No school district 
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changed their general approach (e.g. , disciplinary, educational) to bullying in response to 
the mandate. Respondents identified several critical gaps; these districts have not yet 
been able to involve parents to a meaningful degree, address the needs of particularly 
vulnerable populations, or create strategies to match the reach of cyber-bullying. These 
gaps will need to be addressed in order to fully implement the anti-bullying law. 
Resources 
The following agencies and organizations play key roles in supporting anti-bullying 
efforts in Massachusetts. 
Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
The Massachusetts DESE is the state agency for education, responsible for administering 
education policy and regulation for all elementary and secondary education. It is 
governed by the Massachusetts Board of Education, and has regulatory authority over 
school districts in ensuring the implementation of the 2010 anti-bullying law. The DESE 
also maintains extensive administrative data on school-based activities, including 
disciplinary reports. 
www. doe. mass. edu 
Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents 
The MASS is a professional organization representing school superintendents in the 
Commonwealth. The MASS is dedicated to the unique professional and advocacy 
concerns of school superintendents and assistant superintendents, providing guidance and 
professional development to its constituency. The MASS developed tools, training, and 
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guidance for superintendents in support ofthe implementation of the anti-bullying law. 
www. massupt. org 
Massachusetts Association of School Committees 
The MASC is a state-wide professional organization representing the members and 
alumni of city and town school committees. The MASC mission is to achieve excellence 
in school committee leadership through advocacy, training and service. The MASC 
developed several informative bulletins and guidance for school committees, including a 
sample anti-bullying policy, following the mandate's passage. 
www.masc.org 
Massachusetts Chiefs of Police Association 
The MCOPA is a state-wide professional organization representing all 351 Chiefs of 
Police in Massachusetts. Their primary goals are to advance professional police services; 
promote enhanced administrative, technical, and operational police practices; foster 
cooperation and the exchange of information and experience among police leaders and 
police organizations of recognized professional and technical standing throughout the 
Commonwealth. 
www. masschie[s. org 
For more information about this study, visit bullyingstudy.com 
© Karen Sautter Errichetti, 2014 
The views expressed in this report are those of the author and may not be attributed to 
Boston University or the North Reading School Committee (of which the author is an 
elected member) . 
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APPENDIX A: VALIDATED PSYCHOMETRIC SCALES MEASURING 
BULLYING BEHAVIORS 
Number Ages Scale 
of items Targeted (years) 
Aggression Scale 11 10-15 
Bullying-Behavior 6 8-11 
Scale 
Children's Social 15 8-14 
Behavior Scale 
Modified 9 10-15 
Aggression Scale 
Gatehouse Bullying 12 10-15 
Scale 
Multidimensional 16 11 -16 
Peer-Victimization 
Scale 
"My Life in 40 8-17 
School" Checklist 
Perception of 22 17-24 
Teasing Scale 
(POTS) 
Peer Victimization 6 8-11 
Scale 
Retrospective 44 18-40 
Bullying 
What does it 
measure? 
Aggressor 
behavior only 
Aggressor 
behavior only 
Aggressor 
behavior only 
Aggressor 
behavior only 
Target only 
Target only 
Target only 
Target only 
Target only 
Target only 
Validation Reference(s) 
Orpinas, P ., & Frankowski, R. (2001). The Aggression Scale: A self-report 
measure of aggressive behavior for young adolescents. Journal of Early 
Adolescence, 21, 50-67. 
Orpinas, P., Home, A.M. , & Staniszewski, D. (2003). School bullying: 
Changing the problem by changing the school. School Psychology Review, 32, 
431-444. 
Austin, S., & Joseph, S. (1996). Assessment of bully/victim problems in 8-11 
year-olds. B1itish Journal of Educational Psychology, 66, 447-456. 
Crick, N. R., & Grotpeter, J. K. (1995). Relational aggression, gender, and 
social psychological adjustment. Child Development, 66, 710-722. 
Bosworth, K. , Espelage, D. L., & Simon, T. R. (1999) . Factors associated with 
bullying behavior in middle school students. Journal of Early Adolescence, 19, 
341-362. 
Bond, L., Wolfe, S., Tollit, M., Butler, H. , & Patton, G. (2007) . A comparison 
of the Gatehouse Bullying Scale and the Peer Relations Questionnaire for 
students in secondary school. J oumal of School Health, 77, 7 5-79. 
Mynard, H., & Joseph, S. (2000). Development of the Multidimensional Peer-
Victimization Scale. Aggressive Behavior, 26, 169-178. 
Arora, C. M. J., & Thompson, D. A. (1987) . My Life in School Checklist. 
Cited in Sharp, S. (1999). Bullying behaviour in schools. Windsor, Berkshire: 
NFER-NELSON. Updated by Woverhampton LEA (1992) . 
Thompson, J. K. , Cattarin, J ., Fowler, B. , & Fisher, E. (1995) . The Perception 
of Teasing Scale (POTS): A revision and extension of the Physical 
Appearance Related Teasing Scale (PARTS). Journal of Personality 
Assessment, 65, 146-157. 
Austin, S., & Joseph, S. (1996). Assessment of bully/victim problems in 8-11 
year-olds. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 66, 447-456. 
Schafer, M. , Kom, S., Smith, P. K. , Hunter, S. C., Mora-Merchan, J. A. , 
Singer, M. M., et al. (2004). Lonely in the crowd: Recollections of bullying. 
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Number Ages Scale 
of items Targeted (years) 
Questionnaire 
Victimization Scale 10 10-15 
Weight-Based 5 10-18 
Teasing Scale 
AAUW Sexual 14 10-18 
Harassment Survey 
Adolescent Peer 36 12-17 
Relations 
Instrument 
Child Social 24 9-10 
Behavior 
Questimmaire 
Homophobic 10 10-18 
Content Agent 
Target Scale 
Illinois Bully Scale 18 8-18 
Introducing My 8 8-12 
Classmates 
What does it 
measure? 
Target only 
Target only 
Aggressor 
and target 
Aggressor 
and target 
Aggressor 
and target 
Aggressor 
and target 
Aggressor 
and target 
Aggressor 
Validation Reference(s) 
British Jownal of Developmental Psychology, 22, 379-394. 
Orpinas, P. (1993). Skills training and social influences for violence 
prevention in middle schools: A curriculum evaluation. Doctoral dissertation, 
University of Texas-Houston, School ofPublic Health. Dissertation Abstracts 
Intemational, 94-01778. 
Eisenberg, M. E., Neumark-Sztainer, D., & Perry, C. L. (2003). Peer 
harassment, school connectedness, and academic achievement. Joumal of 
School Health, 73,311-316. 
American Association of University Women (2001). Hostile hallways: The 
AAUW Survey of Sexual Harassment in America's Schools. Washington, DC. 
Parada, R. H. (2000). Adolescent Peer Relations Instrument: A theoretical and 
empirical basis for the measurement of patiicipant roles in bullying and 
victimization of adolescence: An interim test manual and a research 
monograph: A test manual. Penrith South, DC, Australia: Publication Unit, 
Self-concept Enhancement and Learning Facilitation (SELF) Research Centre, 
University ofWestem Sydney. 
Warden, D., Christie, D., Cheyne, B. , Fitzpatrick, H., & Reid, K. (2000). The 
Child Social Behaviour Questionnaire. Glascow: University of Strathclyde. 
Warden, D. , Cheyne, B., Christie, D., Fitzpatrick, H., & Reid, K. (2003). 
Assessing children's perceptions of prosocial and antisocial behaviour. 
Educational Psychology, 23, 547-567. 
Poteat, V. P., & Espelage, D. L. (2005). Exploring the relation between 
bullying and homophobic verbal content: The Homophobic Content Agent 
Target (HCAT) Scale. Violence and Victims, 20, 513-528. 
Espelage, D. L., & Holt, M. (2001). Bullying and victimization during early 
adolescence: Peer influences and psychosocial correlates. Journal of Emotional 
Abuse, 2, 123-142. 
Gottheil, N. F., & Dubow, E. F. (200la). The intenelationships ofbehavioral 
indices ofbully and victim behavior. Jownal of Emotional Abuse, 2, 75-93. 
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Number Ages Scale 
of items Targeted (years) 
Modified Peer 26 10-14 
Nomination 
Inventory 
Olweus Bullying 39 11-17 
Questionnaire 
Peer Interactions in 22 8-12 
Primary School 
Questionnaire 
Reduced 11 8-12 
Aggression/Victim-
ization Scale 
School Life Survey 24 8-12 
School 20 6-9 
Relationships 
Questionnaire 
Setting the Record 30 8-11 
Straight 
-
What does it 
measure? 
and target 
Aggressor 
and target 
Aggressor 
and target 
Aggressor 
and target 
Aggressor 
and target 
Aggressor 
and target 
Aggressor 
and target 
Aggressor 
and target 
Validation Reference(s) 
Gottheil, N. F., & Dubow, E. F. (2001b). Tripatiite beliefs model ofbully and 
victim behavior. Journal of Emotional Abuse, 2, 25-47. 
Gottheil, N. F. (2000, August). Tripartite beliefs models of bully and victim 
behavior. Paper session presented at the1 08th Annual Convention of the 
American Psychological Association, Washington, DC. 
Perry, D. G., Kusel, S. J. & Perry, L. C. (1988). Victims of peer aggression. 
Developmental Psychology, 24, 807-814. 
Wiggins, J. S. & Winder, C. L. (1961). The Peer Nomination Inventory: An 
empirically derived sociometric measure of adjustment in preadolescent boys. 
Psychological Reports, 9, 643-677. 
Solberg, M., & Olweus, D. (2003) . Prevalence estimation of school bullying 
with the Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire. Aggressive Behavior, 29, 239-
268. 
Tarshis, T. P., & Huffman, L. C. (2007). Psychometric properties of the Peer 
Interactions in Primary School (PIPS) questionnaire. Journal of Developmental 
and Behavioral Pediatrics, 28, 125-132. 
Orpinas, P., & Home, A.M. (2006). Bullying prevention: Creating a positive 
school climate and developing social competence. Washington, DC: American 
Psychological Association. 
Chan, J. H. F., Myron, R. R., & Crawshaw, C. M. (2005). The efficacy of non-
anonymous measures of bullying. School Psychology International, 26, 443-
458. 
Wolke, D., Woods, S., Bloomfield, L., & Karstadt, L. (2000) . The association 
between direct and relational bullying and behaviour problems among primary 
school children. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 41, 989-1002. 
Gottheil, N. F., & Dubow, E. F. (2001a). The inteiTelationships of behavioral 
indices of bully and victim behavior. Journal of Emotional Abuse, 2, 75-93. 
Gottheil, N. F., & Dubow, E. F. (2001b). Tripartite beliefs model ofbully and 
victim behavior. Journal ofEmotional Abuse, 2, 25-47. 
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Number Ages Scale 
of items Targeted (years) 
Bully Survey NA 10-18 
Cyber-bullying and 52 12-17 
Online Aggression 
Survey 
Cyber-Harassment 15 12-15 
Student Survey 
Exposure to 135 8-12 
Violence and 
Violent Behavior 
Checklist 
Gay, Lesbian, 68 10-18 
Straight Education 
Network National 
School Climate 
Survey 
What does it 
measure? 
Participant, 
aggressor, 
and/ or target 
Participant, 
aggressor, 
and/ or target 
Participant, 
aggressor, 
and/ or target 
Participant, 
aggressor, 
and/ or target 
Participant, 
aggressor, 
and/or target 
Validation Reference(s) 
Swearer, S.M., & Cary, P. T. (2003). Perceptions and attitudes toward 
bullying in middle school youth: A developmental examination across the 
bully/victim continuum .. Joumal of Applied School Psychology, 19, 63-79. 
Swearer, S.M., Turner, R. K., Givens, J. E., & Pollack, W. S. (2008). "You're 
so gay!": Do different forms of bullying matter for adolescent males? School 
Psychology Review, 37, 160-173. 
Patchin, J.W., & Hinduja, S. (2006). Bullies move beyond the schoolyard: A 
preliminary look at cyber-bullying. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 4, 
148-169. 
Hinduja, S., & Patchin, J. W. (2009). Bullying beyond the schoolyard: 
Preventing and responding to cyber-bullying. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin 
Press. 
Beran, T., & Li, Q. (2005) . Cyber-harassment: A study of a new method for an 
old behavior. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 32, 265-277. 
Nadel, H., Spellmann, M., Alvarez-Canino, T., Lausell-Bryant, L., & 
Landsberg, G. (1996). The cycle of violence and victimization: A study of the 
school-based intervention of a multidisciplinary youth violence-prevention 
program. American Journal ofPreventive Medicine, 12, 109-119. 
Dahlberg, L. L., Toal, S. B., Swahn, M., & Behrens, C. B. (2005). Measuring 
violence-related attitudes, behaviors, and influences among youths: A 
compendium of assessment tools., (2nd ed.) Atlanta, GA: Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, National Center for Injury Prevention and Control. 
Kosciw, J. G., & Diaz, E. M. (2006). The 2005 National School Climate 
Survey: The experiences oflesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender youth in our 
nation's schools. New York: GLSEN. 
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Number Ages What does it Scale 
of items Targeted measure? Validation Reference(s) (years) 
Patiicipant Role 15 7-10 Participant, Salmivalli, C. , & Voeten, M. (2004). Connections between attitudes, group 
Questionnaire aggressor, norms, and behaviors associated with bullying in schools. Intemational Joumal 
and/ or target of Behavioral Development, 28, 246-258. 
Peer Estimated NA 8-15 Participant, Ostennan, K., Bjorkqvist, K. , Lagerspetz, K. M. J., Landau, S. F., Fraczek, A., 
Conflict Behavior aggressor, & Pastorelli, C. (1997). Sex differences in styles of conflict resolution: A 
Inventory and/ or target developmental and cross-cultural study with data from Finland, Israel, Italy, 
and Poland. In D.P. Fry, & K. Bjorkqvist (Eds.), Cultural variation in conflict 
resolution: Altematives to violence (pp. 185-197). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates . 
Bjorkqvist, K., & Osterman, K. (1995). PECOBE Peer Estimated Conflict 
Behavior: An inventory for the measurement of conflict behaviour in school 
children. Vasa, Finland: Abo Akaderni University. 
Student School 70 10-17 Participant, Williams, K. R., & Guerra, N. G. (2007) . Prevalence and predictors ofintemet 
Survey aggressor, bullying. Joumal of Adolescent Health, 41, sl4-s21. 
and/ or target 
*Adapted using the following reference: Hamburger ME, Basile KC, Vivolo AM. Measuring Bullying Victimization, Perpetration, and 
Bystander Experiences: A Compendium of Assessment Tools . Atlanta, GA: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center 
for Injury Prevention and Control, 2011. 
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APPENDIX B: LEGAL CITATIONS AND DEFINITIONS FOR BULLYING IN 
STATE ANTI-BULLYING LAWS 
State Year(s) Statute(s) 
AL 2009 Ala. Code§§ 
16-28B-1 to 
16-28B-9 
AK 2006 Alaska Stat. 
Ann.§§ 
14.33.200 to 
14.33.250 
AZ 2005, Ariz. Rev. 
2011 Stat. Ann. § 
15-341 
AR 2007, Ark. Code 
2011 Ann. § 6-18-
514. 
Bullying Definitions (including Cyber-bullying) 
Harassment: continuous pattern of intentional behavior that takes place on school property, on a school bus, 
or at a school-sponsored function including, but not limited to, written, electronic, verbal , or physical acts 
that are reasonably perceived as being motivated by any characteristic of a student, or by the association of 
a student with an individual who has a pmiicular characteristics, if the characteristic falls into one of the 
categ01ies of personal characteristics contained in the model policy adopted by the Depmiment or by a 
local board. To constitute harassment, a pattern of behavior may do any of the following: 
(a) Place a student in reasonable fear ofhann to his or her person or damage to his or her property. 
(b) Have the effect of substantially interfering with the educational performance, opp01iunities, or benefits 
or a student. 
(c) Have the effective of substantially disrupting or interfering with the orderly operation if the school. 
(d) Have the effect of creating a hostile environment in the school, on school property, on a school bus, or 
at a school-sponsored function. 
(e) Have the effect ofbeing sufficiently severe, persistent, or pervasive enough to create an intimidating, 
threatening, or abusive educational environment for a student. 
An intentional written, oral, or physical act, when the act is undertaken with the intent of threatening, 
intimidating, harassing, or frightening the student, and 
(A) physically harms the student or damages the student's property; 
(B) has the effect of substantially interfering with the student's education; 
(C) is so severe, persistent, or pervasive that it creates an intimidating or threatening educational 
environment; or 
(D) has the effect of substantially disrupting the orderly operation of the school 
No statewide defmition in the statute. Local school board policies and procedures must prohibit student-to-
student harassment, intimidation and bullying on school grounds, property, buses, at school bus stops, 
school-sponsored events/activities, and through the use of electronic technology or electronic 
communication on school computers, networks, forums, and mailing lists. 
The intentional harassment, intimidation, humiliation, ridicule, defamation, or threat or incitement of 
violence by a student against another student or public school employee by a written, verbal, electronic, or 
physical act that causes or creates a clear and present danger of: 
l. Physical harm to a public school employee or student or damage to the public school employee's or 
student's property; 
11. Substantial interference with a student's education or with a public school employee's role in 
education; 
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State Year(s) Statute(s) 
CA 2008, Cal. Educ. 
2011 Code§§ 
32261, 
48900, 
48900.4. 
co 2001, Colo. Rev. 
2011 Stat. Ann.§ 
22-32-109.1; 
Colo. Rev. 
Stat. Ann. §§ 
22-93-101 to 
106. 
CT 2002, Conn. Gen. 
2008, Stat. Ann.§ 
2009, 10-222d. 
2011 
DE 2008 Del. Code 
Ann. tit. 14, 
§ 4112D. 
--
Bullying Definitions (including Cyber-bullying) 
111. A hostile educational environment for one (1) or more students or public school employees due to 
the severity, persistence, or pervasiveness of the act; or 
IV. Substantial disruption of the orderly operation of the school or educational enviromnent. 
Bullying includes student-to-student sex harassment, hate violence, and student-to-student or student-to-
employee harassment, threats, or intimidation that is severe or pervasive enough to have the actual and 
reasonably expected effect of materially disrupting class work, creating substantial disorder, and invading 
the rights of either school personnel or students by creating an intimidating or hostile educational 
environment. Includes electronic act, defined as communication by means of electronic device, including 
but not limited to, posting on a social network website. 
Any written or verbal expression, or physical or electronic act or gesture, or a pattern thereof, that is 
intended to coerce, intimidate, or cause any physical, mental, or emotional harm to any student. Bullying is 
prohibited against any student for any reason, including but not limited to any such behavior that is directed 
toward a student on the basis of his or her academic performance; or against whom federal and state laws 
prohibit discrimination. 
Bullying is: (A) the repeated use by one or more students of a written, oral, or electronic cormnunication, 
such as cyber-bullying, directed at or referring to another student attending school in the same district, or 
(B) a physical act or gesture by one or more students repeatedly directed at another student attending school 
in the same district, that: (i) causes physical or emotional harm to such student or damage to such student's 
property, (ii) places such student in reasonable fear of harm to him/herself, or damage to his/her property, 
(iii) creates a hostile environment at school for such student, (iv) infringes on the rights of such student at 
school, (v) substantially disrupts the education process or the orderly operation of a school. Cyber-bullying 
-any act of bullying through the use of the Internet, interactive and digital technologies, cellular mobile 
telephone or other mobile electronic devices or any electronic cmmnunications. 
Any intentional written, electronic, verbal or physical act or actions against another student, school 
volunteer or school employee that a reasonable person under the circumstances should know will have the 
effect of: 
1. Placing a student, school volunteer or school employee in reasonable fear of substantial harm to his 
or her emotional or physical well-being or substantial damage to his or her property. 
2. Creating a hostile, threatening, humiliating or abusive educational enviromnent due to the 
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Bullying Definitions (including Cyber-bullying) 
pervasiveness or persistence of actions or due to a power differential between the bully and the 
target; or 
3. Interfering with a student having a safe school enviroriment that is necessary to facilitate 
educational performance, opportunities or benefits; or 
4. Perpetuating bullying by inciting, soliciting or coercing an individual or group to demean, 
dehumanize, embarrass or cause emotional, psychological or physical harm to another student, 
school volunteer or school employee. 
Repeated intentional behavior to intentionally harm others through verbal or non verbal harassment, 
physical assault, or more subtle means. Includes: manipulation, teasing, taunting, threatening, hitting, 
stealing, destroying personal property, sending threatening/abusive emails, text messages, or other 
electronic communications. 
Systematically and chronically inflicting physical hurt or psychological distress on one or more students 
and may involve: (1) teasing; (2) social exclusion; (3) threat; (4) intimidation; (5) stalking; (6) physical 
violence; (7) theft; (8) sexual, religious, or racial harassment; (9) public humiliation; or (10) destruction of 
property. Harassment: any threatening, insulting or dehumanizing gesture, use of data or computer 
software, or written, verbal or physical conduct directed against a student or school employee that: (1) 
places student/employee in reasonable fear of harm to person or damage to property; (2) has effect of 
substantially interfering with student's educational performance, opportunities or benefits; or (3) has effect 
of substantially disrupting orderly operation of the school. Bullying and harassment include (1) retaliation; 
and (2) perpetuation ofbullying or harassment through incitement/coercion, accessing or allowing access to 
school district system, or acting in manner with similar effect to bullying or harassment. 
An act which occurs on school property, on school vehicles, at designated school bus stops, or at school 
functions or activities, or by use of data/software accessed through computer/system/network, or other 
school electronic technology that is: (1) willful attempt or threat to inflict injury on another person when 
accompanied by apparent present ability to do so; (2) intentional display of force such as would give victim 
reason to fear/expect imminent bodily harm; or (3) intentional written/verbal or physical act which 
reasonable person would perceive as intended to threaten, harass, or intimidate, that: (A) causes substantial 
physical harm or visible bodily harm; (B) has effect of substantially interfering with student's education; 
(C) is so severe, persistent or pervasive that it creates intimidating or threatening educational environment; 
or (D) had effect of substantially disrupting orderly operation of the school. 
Any written, verbal, graphic, or physical act or acts that: (1) A student or group of students exhibits toward 
another student or group of students; (2) Cause mental or physical harm to the other student or group of 
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Bullying Definitions (including Cyber-bullying) 
students; and (3) Are sufficiently severe, persistent, or pervasive to create an intimidating, threatening, or 
abusive educational environment. Bullying includes conduct that is based on a student's actual or perceived 
race, color, national origin, sex, gender identity or expression, sexual orientation, physical or mental 
disability, religion, physical appearance and characteristic, or socio-economic status; or a student's 
association with a person or group with one or more of these actual or perceived characteristics. 
"Cyber-bullying" means an act or acts exhibited by one student or group of students to another student or 
group of students that: ( 1) Are conveyed by electronic transmission via the Intemet, a cell phone, a personal 
digital assistant (PDA), or a wireless hand-held device; (2) Cause mental or physical harm to the student or 
group of students that receives the electronic transmission; and (3) Are sufficiently severe, persistent, or 
pervasive to create an intimidating, threatening, or abusive educational environment. 
"Harassment" means harassing, bullying, including cyber-bullying, annoying, or alarming a student or 
group of students by engaging in conduct that includes: (1) Striking, shoving, kicking, or otherwise 
touching a student or group of students in an offensive manner or subjecting that student or group of 
students to offensive physical contact; (2) Insulting, taunting, or challenging another student or group of 
students in a manner likely to provoke a violent response; (3) Making verbal or non-verbal expressions that 
cause another student or group of students to feel uncomfortable, pressured, threatened, or in danger 
because of reasons that include the student's or group's actual or perceived race, color, national origin, sex, 
gender identity or expression, sexual orientation, physical or mental disability, religion, physical 
appearance and characteristic, and socio-economic status, or association therewith, that creates an 
intimidating, hostile, or offensive educational enviromnent, or interferes with the education of a student or 
group of students, or otherwise adversely affects the educational oppmtunity of a student or group of 
students; ( 4) Name calling, making rude gestures, insulting, or teasing another student or group of students 
who, as a result, feels humiliated, intimidated, threatened, or embarrassed; (5) Making a telephone call 
without the purpose oflegitimate communication; (6) Making repeated cormmmications anonymously, at 
extremely inconvenient hours, or in offensively coarse language on campus or other department of 
education premises, on department of education transportation, or during a department of education-
sponsored activity or event on or off school property; (7) Causing fear as to prevent other students or 
groups of students from gaining legitimate access to or use of school buildings, facilities, services, or 
grounds such as restroom facilities; and (8) Physically harming, physically restraining, threatening, or 
stalking, or a combination of the foregoing. 
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Bullying Definitions (including Cyber-bullying) 
Harassment, Intimidation or Bullying (includes conspiring): intentional gesture, or intentional written, 
verbal or physical act or threat by a student that: (a) reasonable person should know will have effect of: (i) 
harming student; (ii) damaging student's property; (iii) placing student in reasonable fear of harm to 
person; or (iv) placing student in reasonable fear of damage to prope1ty; or (b) is sufficiently severe, 
persistent or pervasive that it creates intimidating, threatening or abusive educational environment for a 
student. Act may be committed through telephone/cell phone/computer. 
Student-to-student or employee-to-student severe or pervasive physical or verbal act or conduct, including 
written or electronic communications, directed toward a student or group of students on basis of listed or 
other distinguishing characteristic that has or can be reasonably predicted to have effect of one or more of 
the following effects: (1) placing student(s) in reasonable fear of harm to his person or property; (2) causing 
substantial detrimental effect on student's physical or mental health; (3) substantially interfering with 
student's academic performance; or (4) substantially interfering with student's ability to participate in or 
benefit from services, activities, privileges of school. May take many forms, including harassment, threat, 
intimidation, stalking, physical violence, sexual violence, theft, public humiliation, destruction of property, 
sexual harassment, retaliation. 
Student-to-student overt, repeated acts or gestures, including (1) verbal or written communications 
transmitted; (2) physical acts committed; or (3) any other behaviors committed with intent to harass, 
ridicule, humiliate, intimidate, or harm the other student. LSB"s prohibition on bullying must apply when 
student is (1) on school grounds immediately before/after or during school hours, or any other time school 
used by school group; (2) off school grounds at school event; (3) traveling to/from school or school event; 
or ( 4) using property/equipment provided by the school. 
Electronic, written, verbal or physical act or conduct toward student based on actual/perceived trait or 
characteristic of the student and which creates objectively hostile school environment that meets one or 
more ofthe following: (1) places student in reasonable fear ofharm to student's person or property; (2) has 
substantially detrimental effect on student's physical or mental health; (3) has effect of substantially 
interfering with student's academic performance; ( 4) has effect of substantially interfering with student's 
ability to participate in or benefit from services, activities or privileges provided by school. Required policy 
components include prohibition of harassment or bullying by employee, volunteer and students in school, 
on school property, or at school function. 
(A) Intentional gesture or written, verbal, electronic or physical act or threat that is sufficiently severe, 
persistent or pervasive that it creates intimidating, threatening or abusive educational environment for a 
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Bullyin g Definitions (including Cyber-bullying) 
student or staff member that reasonable person under the circumstances knows or should will have effect 
of: (i) harming student or staff member physically or mentally; (ii) damaging student or staff member's 
property; (iii) placing student or staff member in reasonable fear of harm to self; or (iv) placing student or 
staff member in reasonable fear of damage to property; OR (B) cyber-bullying; OR (C) any other fmm of 
intimidation or harassment prohibited by school district in policies adopted pursuant to bullying statute. 
Cyber-bullying: bullying by use of electronic communication device through means including email, 
instant messages, text, or blog. 
Employee must report to principal assault and related offenses (including endangerment, threatening, 
criminal abuse, stalking) committed by a student against another student while on school premises, on 
school-sponsored transportation, or at school event. Harassment (Class B Misdemeanor) includes acts of 
enrolled student who, while on school premises, on school transportation, or at school event: (1) damages 
or commits theft of property of another student; (2) substantially disrupts operation of school; (3) creates a 
hostile environment by means of any gestures, written communications, oral statements, physical acts that a 
reasonable person should know would cause another student fear of physical harm, intimidation, 
humiliation, or embarrassment. Harassing communications (Class B Misdemeanor) when, with intent to 
intimidate harass, annoy, or alarm another person, he or she: (c) communicates, while enrolled as a student 
in a local school district, with or about another school student, anonymously or otherwise, by telephone, the 
internet, telegraph, mail, or any other fmm of electronic or written communication in a manner in which a 
reasonable person under the circumstances should know would cause the other student to suffer fear of 
physical harm, intimidation, humiliation, or embarrassment and which serves no purpose of legitimate 
communication. But school emQ_l()yees required to repmi assault and related offenses, not harassment. 
Any intentional gesture or written, verbal or physical act that: (a) reasonable person should know will have 
effect of harming student or damaging property or placing in reasonable fear of same; and (b) is so severe, 
persistent or pervasive that it creates an intimidating, threatening, or abusive educational environment for a 
student. Cyber-bullying (for purposes of writing each policy) means : harassment, intimidation, or bullying 
of a student on school property by another student using a computer, mobile phone, or other interactive or 
digital technology OR harassment, intimidation, or bullying of a student while off school property by 
another student using any such means when the action or actions are intended to have an effect on the 
student when the student is on school property. 
In 2010, cyber-bullying defined as transmission of any electronic textual, visual, written, or oral 
communication with malicious and willful intent to coerce abuse, torment or intimidate person under 18. 
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Bullying Definitions (including Cyber-bullying) 
No definition in statute. Definition was to be specified in special Corrunittee. 
Intentional conduct, including verbal, physical, or written conduct, or an intentional electronic 
communication, that: (i) creates a hostile educational environment by substantially interfering with a 
student's educational benefits, opportunities, or performance, or with a student's physical or psychological 
well-being and is (1) motivated by actual or perceived characteristic including (list) or (2) threatening or 
seriously intimidating; AND (ii) (1) occurs on school property, at activity, or bus; or (2) substantially 
disrupts the orderly operation of a school. 
Repeated use by student(s) of written, verbal or electronic expression or a physical act or gesture, or 
combination thereof, directed at victim that: (i) causes physical or emotional harm or damage to prop; (ii) 
places victim in reasonable fear of harm or damage to property; (iii) creates hostile environment at school 
for victim; infringes on rights of victim at school; or (v) materially and substantially disrupts the 
educational process or orderly operation of school. Includes cyber-bullying. Cyber-bullying: bullying 
through use of technology or any electronic communication, including (many listed). Includes distribution 
through electronic means of communication to more than one person or posting that may be accessed by 
one or more persons, if it creates conditions listed in (i) to (v), inclusive. 
Any written, verbal, or physical act, or any electronic communication, that is intended or that a reasonable 
person would know is likely to harm 1 or more pupils either directly or indirectly by doing any of the 
following: 
(i) Substantially interfering with educational opportunities, benefits, or programs of 1 or more pupils. 
(ii) Adversely affecting the ability of a pupil to participate in or benefit from the school district's or public 
school's educational programs or activities by placing the pupil in reasonable fear of physical hann or by 
causing substantial emotional distress . 
(iii) Having an actual and substantial detrimental effect on a pupil's physical or mental health. 
I (iv) Causing substantial disruption in, or substantial interference with, the orderly operation of the school. 
No definition in statute. Local school boards detennine definition. 
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Bullying Definitions (including Cyber-bullying) 
Pattem of gestmes or written, electronic or verbal communications, or physical act or threatening 
communication, or any act reasonably perceived as motivated by actual or perceived differentiating 
characteristic that takes place on school property, at function, or on bus and that: (1) places student or 
employee in actual and reasonable fear of harm to his person or damage to his property; or (2) creates or is 
certain to create hostile environment by substantially interfering with or impairing a student's educational 
performance, opportunities or benefits. Hostile environment: victim subjectively views the conduct as 
bullying or harassing behavior and conduct is objectively severe or pervasive enough that reasonable 
person would agree it is bullying or harassing behavior. 
Intimidation or harassment that causes a reasonable student to fear for his or her physical safety or 
property. May be physical actions, including gestures, or oral, cyber-bullying, electronic, or written 
communication, and any threat of retaliation for reporting. 
No statute. State Board of Public Education rule requires each school district to have policy addressing 
bullying/harassment/intimidation, but leaves it up to each district to define. 
Any ongoing pattem of physical, verbal or electronic abuse on school grounds, vehicle, or school 
sponsored event/activity. Bullying can be grounds for long-term suspension or expulsion, as can use of 
violence, force, intimidation, etc. in a manner that constitutes a substantial interference with school 
I purposes or with the intent of obtaining money or anything of value from another student. 
Willful act or comse of conduct by student(s) not authorized by law and exposes student repeatedly and 
over time to negative action(s) which is highly offensive to a reasonable person and intended to cause and 
actually causes student to suffer harm or serious emotional distress . 
Cyber-bullying: bullying through electronic communication. 
Harassment: willful act or comse of conduct not othe1wise authorized by law and is : (1) highly offensive to 
a reasonable person; and (2) intended to cause and actually causes serious emotional distress. 
Intimidation: willful act or comse of conduct not othe1wise authorized by law and: (2) is highly offensive to 
a reasonable person; and (2) poses threat of immediate hann or actually inflicts hann to another person or 
1 prope1iy of another person. Conduct prohibited on school J>remises, activity or bus. 
(a) "Bullying" means a single significant incident or a pattem of incidents involving a written, verbal, or 
electronic communication, or a physical act or gestme, or any combination thereof, directed at another 
pupil which: (1) Physically harms a pupil or damages the pupil's property; (2) Causes emotional distress to 
a pupil; (3) Interferes with a pupil's educational opportunities; (4) Creates a hostile educational 
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Bullying Definitions (including Cyber-bullying) 
environment; or (5) Substantially disrupts the orderly operation of the school. (b) "Bullying" shall include 
actions motivated by an imbalance of power based on a pupil's actual or perceived personal characteristics, 
behaviors, or beliefs, or motivated by the pupil's association with another person and based on the other 
person's characteristics, behaviors, or beliefs. II. "Cyber-bullying" means conduct defined in paragraph I of 
this section undertaken through the use of electronic devices. III. "Electronic devices" include, but are not 
limited to, telephones, cellular phones, computers, pagers, electronic mail, instant messaging, text 
messaging, and websites. 
Any gesture, written, verbal or physical act, or any electronic communication, whether it be a single 
incident or a series of incidents, that is reasonably perceived as being motivated either by any actual or 
perceived characteristic, such as race, color, religion, ancestry, national origin, gender, sexual orientation, 
gender identity and expression, or a mental, physical or sensory disability, or by any other distinguishing 
characteristic, that takes place on the property of the institution of higher education or at any function 
sponsored by the institution of higher education, that substantially disrupts or interferes with the orderly 
operation of the institution or the rights of other students and that: (a) a reasonable person should know, 
under the circumstances, will have the effect of physically or emotionally harming a student or damaging 
the student's property, or placing a student in reasonable fear of physical or emotional harm to his person or 
damage to his property; (b) has the effect of insulting or demeaning any student or group of students; or (c) 
creates a hostile educational enviromnent for the student by interfering with a student's education or by 
severely or pervasively causing physical or emotional harm to the student. 
Any repeated and pervasive written verbal or electronic expression, phys act or gesture, or pattern, intended 
to cause distress upon one or more students in school, grounds, vehicles, bus stop, activities. Includes 
intimidation, hazing, harassment, which may, but need not be based on listed characteristic. 
Harassment: (1) creation of a hostile environment by conduct or by verbal threats, intimidation or abuse 
that has or would have the effect of unreasonably and substantially interfering with a student's educational 
performance, opportunities or benefits, or mental, emotional or physical well-being; or (2) conduct, verbal 
threats, intimidation or abuse that reasonably causes or would reasonably be expected to cause a student to 
gear for his physical safety; such conduct, verbal threats intimidation or abuse includes but is not limited to 
that based on a person's actual or perceived race, color, weight, national origin , ethnic group, religion, 
religious practice, disability, sexual orientation, gender or sex. 
-- ---···---
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Bullying Definitions (including Cyber-bullying) 
Bullying or harassing behavior: any pattern of gestures or written, electronic or verbal communication or 
any physical act or any threatening communication that takes place on school property, at a school function 
or on a school bus and places student or school employee in actual and reasonable fear of harm to his 
person or damage to his property or creates or is certain to create hostile environment by substantially 
interfering with or impairing a student's educational performance, opportunities or benefits. Includes, but is 
not limited to, acts reasonably perceived as motivated by a characteristic (listed) or association with a 
person who has or is perceived to have one or more of these characteristics. Hostile Environment: victim 
subjectively views the conduct as bullying or harassing behavior and the conduct is objectively severe or 
pervasive enough that a reasonable person would agree that it is bullying or harassing behavior. 
Bullying: (a) Conduct that occurs in a public school, on school district premises, in a school district owned 
or leased school bus or school vehicle, or at any public school or school district sanctioned or sponsored 
activity or event AND which: (1) is so severe, pervasive, or objectively offensive that it substantially 
interferes with the student's educational opportunities; (2) places the student in actual and reasonable fear 
of harm; (3) places the student in actual and reasonable fear of damage to property of the student; or ( 4) 
substantially disrupts the orderly operation of the public school; OR (b) Conduct received by a student 
while the student is in a public school, on school district premises, in a district owned or leased school bus 
or school vehicle, or at any public school or school district sanctioned or sponsored activity or event AND 
which: ((a)(l)-(4) above). Conduct includes the use of technology or other electronic media. 
Harassment, intimidation or bullying: (a) any intentional written, verbal, electronic or physical act that a 
student has exhibited toward another particular student more than once and the behavior both (i) causes 
mental or physical harm to the other student; and (ii) is sufficiently severe, persistent or pervasive that it 
creates an intimidating, threatening or abusive educational environment for the other student; OR (b) 
violence within a dating relationship. Policy must include a statement prohibiting harassment, intimidation 
or bullying of any student on school property, on a school bus, or at school-sponsored events and expressly 
providing for the possibility of a student found responsible for harassment, intimidation, or bullying by an 
electronic act. 
"Harassment, intimidation, and bullying" means any gesture, written or verbal expression, electronic 
communication, or physical act that a reasonable person should know will harm another student, damage 
another student's property, place another student in reasonable fear of harm to the student's person or 
damage to the student's propetiy, or insult or demean any student or group of students in such a way as to 
disrupt or interfere with the school's educational mission or the education of any student. "Harassment, 
intimidation, and bullying" include, but are not limited to, gestures, written, verbal, or physical acts, or 
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Bullying Definitions (including Cyber-bullying) 
electronic communications. 
Harassment, intimidation, or bullying- any act that (a) substantially interferes with student's educational 
benefits, opportunities, or perfotmance; (b) takes place on or immediately adjacent to school grounds, at a 
school activity, on school transportation or at school bus stop; (c) has the effect of: (A) physically harming 
a student or damaging a student's property; (B) knowingly placing student in reasonable fear of physical 
harm or damage to his property; or (C) creates hostile educational environment, including interfering with 
the psychological well-being of a student; AND (d) may be based on, but not be limited to, the person's 
protected class status. Cyber-bullying: the use of any electronic communication device to harass, intimidate 
or bully. 
Bullying: intentional electronic, written, verbal or physical act, or series of acts: (1) directed at another 
student(s); (2) which occurs in school setting; (3) that is severe, persistent or pervasive; AND ( 4) has the 
effect of: (i) substantially interfering with student's education; (ii) creating a threatening environment; or 
(iii) substantially disrupting the orderly operation of the school. "School setting:" in school, on school 
grounds, in school vehicles, at school bus stop, or at school activity. School entity may define bullying to 
encompass acts occurring outside the school setting if the definition meets (1), (3) and (4). 
Harassment, intimidation, or bullying: any intentional written, electronic, verbal or physical act or threat of 
physical act that (i) a reasonable person should know will have the effect of physically ha1ming a student, 
damaging a student's property, placing a student in reasonable fear of harm to person or damage to his 
property; OR (ii) is sufficiently severe, persistent or pervasive that it creates an intimidating, threatening or 
abusive educational environment for a student. Policy must prohibit harassment, intimidation, or bullying at 
school. "At school:" in a classroom, elsewhere on or immediately adjacent to school premises, on school 
vehicle, at school bus stop, or at school activity. 
Harassment, intimidation, or bullying: a gesture, electronic communication, or written, verbal, physical or 
sexual act that is reasonably perceived to have effect of: (a) harming a student physically or emotionally or 
damaging a student's property, or placing a student in reasonable fear of personal harm or property 
damage; or (b) insulting or demeaning a student or group of students causing substantial disruption in, or 
interference with, the orderly operation of the school. Policy must prohibit harassment, intimidation, or 
bullying at school. "School:" in a classroom, on school premises, on school vehicle, at school bus stop, at 
school sponsored activity or event regardless if it is or is not on school premises or at another program or 
function where the school is responsible for the child. 
No statute. 
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Harassment, intimidation, bullying or cyber-bullying: any act that substantially interferes with student's 
educational benefits , opporttmities or performance; AND (A) if the act takes place on school grounds, at a 
school activity, on school transportation or at any official school bus stop has effect of(1) physically 
harming a student or damaging a student's property; (2) knowingly placing a student in reasonable fear of 
physical harm or damage to the student's property; (3) causing emotional distress to a student or students; 
or (4) creating hostile educational environment; OR (B) if the act takes place off school prope1iy or outside 
of a school sponsored activity, it is directed specifically at a student or students and has the effect of 
creating a hostile educational environment or otherwise creating a substantial disruption to the education 
environment or learning process. Cyber-bullying means bullying unde1iaken through the use of electronic 
devices. Crime of harassment includes via electronic communication (Class A misdemeanor). 
Bullying: engaging in written or verbal expression, expression through electronic means, or physical 
conduct that occurs on school property, at a school-sponsored or school-related activity, or in a vehicle 
operated by the district and that: (1) has the effect or will have the effect of physically harming a student, 
damaging a student's property, or placing a student in reasonable fear of harm to his person or damage to 
his property; or (2) is sufficiently severe, persistent or pervasive enough that the action or threat creates an 
intimidating, threatening or abusive educational enviromnent for a student. Conduct is considered bullying 
if it: (1) exploits an imbalance of power between the student perpetrator and the student victim through 
written or verbal expression or physical conduct; AND (2) interferes with a student's education or 
substantially disrupts the operation of a school. Harassment: threatening to cause harm or bodily injury to 
another student, engaging in sexually intimidating conduct, causing physical damage to the prope1iy of 
another student, subjecting another student to physical confinement or restraint, or maliciously taking 
action that substantially harms another student"s physical or emotional health or safety. Hit list: list of 
I people targeted to be hanned using firearm, knife, or other object with intent to cause bodily harm. 
(1) Bullying: intentionally or knowingly committing an act that: (i)(A) endangers the physical health or 
safety of employee or student; (B) involves any brutality of a physical nature (listed) : (C) involves 
consumption offoocllliquor/drug/other substance; (D) involves other physical activity that endangers the 
physical health and safety of employee or student; or (E) involves phys'ically obstructing employee's or 
student's freedom to move; AND (ii) is done for purpose of placing employee or student in fear of: (A) 
physical harm; or (B) harm to his property. (2) Communication means the conveyance of a message, 
whether verbal, written, or electronic. (3) Cyber-bullying means using the Internet, a cell phone, or another 
device to send or post text, video, or an image with the intent or knowledge, or with reckless disregard, that 
the text, video, or image will hurt, embarrass, or threaten an individual. Acquiescence does not matter for 
(.;.) 
Vl 
00 
State Year(s) Statute(s) 
VT 2004, Vt. Stat. 
2009 Ann. Tit. 16 
§ § 11 and 
565. 
VA 2005, Va. Code 
2008 Ann.§§ 
22.1-279.6, 
22.1-208.1 
Bullying Definitions (including Cyber-bullying) 
bullying or cyber-bullying. (4) Harassment means repeatedly communicating to another individual, in an 
objectively demeaning or disparaging manner, statements that contribute to a hostile leaming or work 
environment for the individual. Prohibitions say no employee or student may engage in bullying or 
harassing employee or student on school property, at event, on bus, at bus stop, or while employee or 
student is traveling to/fi·om such location or event. No employee or student may engage in hazing or cyber-
bullying at any time or in any location. BUT, electronic communication harassment is a crime. 3rd degree 
felony if repeated and any prior violation against minor. First time against minor, class A misdemeanor. 
Bullying: any overt act or combination directed against student by another student(s) and which: (A) is 
repeated over time; (B) is intended to ridicule, humiliate, or intimidate the student; and (C) occurs during 
school day on school property, on school bus, or at school activity, or before/after school day on bus or 
activity. Harassment: incident(s) of verbal, written, visual, or physical conduct based on or motivated by a 
student's or student's family member's actual or perceived (characteristics listed) that has purpose or effect 
of objectively and substantially unde1mining and detracting from or interfering with a student's educational 
performance or access to school resources or creating an objectively intimidating, hostile, or offensive 
enviromnent. Hazing: any act committed by person, individually or in concert with others, against student 
in connection with pledging, being initiated into, affiliating with, holding office in, or maintaining 
membership in any organization affiliated with an educational institution, and is intended to have the effect 
of, or should reasonably be expected to have the effect of, humiliating, intimidating or soliciting, 
demeaning the student or endangering the mental or physical health of student. On or off campus. Does not 
include activity that furthers legitimate curricular, extracunicular or military training program goals 
(requirements listed). State model plan says conduct that would be bullying but does not occur at school, 
bus, etc., may be subject to disciplinary action, but does not meet definition of bullying. Code section 
allows principal to remove student who poses continuing danger to persons/property or ongoing threat of 
disrupting academic process of the school. 
No definition in statute. Refers to VDOE Annual Discipline, Crime, and Violence Report definition of 
bullying: "repeated negative behaviors intended to frighten or cause harm" that may include, but are not 
limited to, verbal or written threats or physical harm. Non-criminal behavior associated with bullying 
includes intimidation, taunting, name-calling, and insults. VDOE site definition of cyber-bullying- "using 
information and cmmnunication technologies, such as cell phone text messages and pictures and intemet e-
mail, social networking websites, defamatory personal websites, and defamatmy online personal polling 
websites, to support deliberate, hostile, behavior intended to harm others." 
Harassment by computer and personal trespass by computer (using a computer to cause physical injmy to 
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State Year(s) Statute(s) Bullying Definitions (including Cyber-bullying) 
individual) are crimes. 
WA 2002, Wash. Rev. Harassment, intimidation, bullying: any intentional electronic, written, verbal or physical act, including but 
2007, Code Ann.§ not limited to one motivated by characteristic (listed in criminal harassment statute) or other characteristic, 
2010 § when the act (a) physically harms a student or damages the student's property; (b) has the effect of 
28A.300.285 substantially interfering with a student's education; (c) is so severe, persistent, or pervasive that it creates 
and an intimidating or threatening educational environment; OR (d) has the effect of substantially dismpting 
28A.600.480 orderly operation of the school. Student need not actually possess a characteristic that is the basis of the 
harassment, intimidation, or bullying. 
wv 2001, W.Va. Code Harassment, intimidation, or bullying: any intentional gesture, or any e1ech·onic, written, verbal, or physical 
2011 Ann. §§ 18- act, communication, transmission or threat that (1) a reasonable person should know will have the effect of 
2C-2, 2C-3. any one or more of the following: (a) physically hanning a student; (b) damaging a student 's prope1ty; (c) 
placing a student in reasonable fear of harm to his person; (d) placing a student in reasonable fear of harm 
to his property; (2) is sufficiently severe, persistent or pervasive that it creates an intimidating, threatening 
or emotionally abusive educational environment for a student; OR (3) dismpts or interferes with orderly 
operations of the school. Required components of county BOE policy include statement prohibiting 
harassment, intimidation or bullying of any student on school property, school busses and bus stops or at 
school sponsored events. 
WI 2010 Wis. Stat. No definition in statute. State Department model (guidance only, may be adopted or modified or pmiions 
Ann.§ deleted by school district) defines bullying: deliberate or intentional behavior using words or actions, 
118.46. intended to cause fear, intimidation, or harm. May be repeated behavior and involves an imbalance of 
power. May be motivated by actual or perceived distinguishing characteristic, such as (listed) . Can be 
physical, verbal, indirect (spreading mmors, social exclusion, cyber-bullying). 
WY 2009 WY Code Harassment, intimidation or bullying: any intentional gesture, any intentional electronic communication or 
Ann.§§ 21- any intentional written, verbal or physical act initiated, occurring or received at school that a reasonable 
4-311 to person under the circumstances should know will have the effect of: (A) harming a student physically or 
315. emotionally, damaging a student's property or placing a student in reasonable fear of harm or property 
damage; (B) insulting or demeaning a student or group of students causing substantial disruption in, or 
substantial interference with, the orderly operation of the school; OR (C) creating an intimidating, 
threatening or abusive educational environment for a student(s) tlu·ough sufficiently severe, persistent or 
L____ 
12ervasive behavior. 
Adapted from: State Anti-Bully ing Statutes, Febmary 2012, National School Boards Association, 2012. 
Bullying Definitions in State Anti-Bullying Statutes Febmary 2012, National School Boards Association, 2012. 
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AN ACT RELATIVE TO BULLYING IN SCHOOLS, 2010 
Whereas, The deferred operation of this act would tend to defeat its purpose, which is to 
provide forthwith for the prevention of bullying in schools, therefore it is hereby declared 
to be an emergency law, necessary for the immediate preservation of the public 
convemence. 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General Court assembled, 
and by the authority of the same as follows : 
SECTION 1. Chapter 6 of the General Laws is hereby amended by inserting after section 
15MMMMM the following section:-
15NNNNN. The governor shall annually issue a proclamation setting apart the fourth 
Wednesday in January as No Name Calling Day to increase public awareness of the 
devastating effects of verbal bullying, to encourage students to use positive dialogue and 
pledge not to use hurtful names on this designated day, to promote tolerance and respect 
for differences and to reaffirm the commitment of the citizens of the commonwealth to 
basic human rights and dignity. 
SECTION 2. The third paragraph of section lD of chapter 69 of the General Laws, as 
appearing in the 2008 Official Edition, is hereby amended by striking out the fourth 
sentence and inserting in place thereof the following sentence:- The standards may 
provide for instruction in the issues of nutrition, physical education, AIDS education, 
violence prevention, including teen dating violence, bullying prevention, conflict 
resolution and drug, alcohol and tobacco abuse prevention. 
SECTION 3. The first paragraph of section 3 7H of chapter 71 of the General Laws, as so 
appearing, is hereby amended by inserting after the third sentence the following 
sentence:- The policies shall also prohibit bullying as defined in section 370 and shall 
include the student-related sections of the bullying prevention and intervention plan 
required by said section 370. 
SECTION 4. The third paragraph of said section 37H of said chapter 71, as so appearing, 
is hereby amended by inserting after the first sentence the following sentence:- The 
student handbook shall include an age-appropriate summary of the student-related 
sections of the bullying prevention and intervention plan required by section 370. 
SECTION 5. Said chapter 71 is hereby further amended by inserting after section 37N 
the following section: -
Section 370. (a) As used in this section the following words shall, unless the context 
clearly requires otherwise, have the following meaning:-
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"Approved private day or residential school", a school that accepts, through agreement 
with a school committee, a child requiring special education pursuant to section 10 of 
chapter 71 B. 
"Bullying", the repeated use by one or more students of a written, verbal or electronic 
expression or a physical act or gesture or any combination thereof, directed at a victim 
that: (i) causes physical or emotional harm to the victim or damage to the victim's 
property; (ii) places the victim in reasonable fear of harm to himself or of damage to his 
property; (iii) creates a hostile environment at school for the victim; (iv) infringes on the 
rights of the victim at school; or (v) materially and substantially disrupts the education 
process or the orderly operation of a school. For the purposes of this section, bullying 
shall include cyber-bullying. 
"Charter school", commonwealth charter schools and-Horace Mann charter schools 
established pursuant to section 89 of chapter 71. 
"Cyber-bullying", bullying through the use of technology or any electronic 
communication, which shall include, but shall not be limited to, any transfer of signs, 
signals, writing, images, sounds, data or intelligence of any nature transmitted in whole 
or in pmi by a wire, radio, electromagnetic, photo electronic or photo optical system, 
including, but not limited to, electronic mail, internet communications, instant messages 
or facsimile communications. Cyber-bullying shall also include (i) the creation of a web 
page or blog in which the creator assumes the identity of another person or (ii) the 
knowing impersonation of another person as the author of posted content or messages, if 
the creation or impersonation creates any of the conditions enumerated in clauses (i) to 
(v), inclusive, of the definition ofbullying. Cyber-bullying shall also include the 
distribution by electronic means of a communication to more than one person or the 
posting of material on an electronic medium that may be accessed by one or more 
persons, if the distribution or posting creates any of the conditions enumerated in clauses 
(i) to (v), inclusive, of the definition ofbullying. 
"Collaborative school", a school operated by an educational collaborative established 
pursuant to section 4E of chapter 40. 
"Department", the department of elementary and secondary education. 
"Hostile environment", a situation in which bullying causes the school environment to be 
permeated with intimidation, ridicule or insult that is sufficiently severe or pervasive to 
alter the conditions of the student's education. 
"Plan", a bullying prevention and intervention plan established pursuant to subsection 
(d). 
"Perpetrator", a student who engages in bullying or retaliation. 
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"School district", the school department of a city or town, a regional school district or a 
county agricultural school. 
"School grounds", property on which a school building or facility is located or property 
that is owned, leased or used by a school district, charter school, non-public school, 
approved private day or residential school, or collaborative school for a school-sponsored 
activity, function, program, instruction or training. 
"Victim", a student against whom bullying or retaliation has been perpetrated. 
(b) Bullying shall be prohibited: (i) on school grounds, property immediately adjacent to 
school grounds, at a school-sponsored or school-related activity, function or program 
whether on or off school grounds, at a school bus stop, on a school bus or other vehicle 
owned, leased or used by a school district or school, or through the use of technology or 
an electronic device owned, leased o~ used by a school district or school and (ii) at a 
location, activity, function or program that is not school-related, or through the use of 
technology or an electronic device that is not owned, leased or used by a school district or 
school, if the bullying creates a hostile environment at school for the victim, infringes on 
the rights of the victim at school or materially and substantially disrupts the education 
process or the orderly operation of a school. Nothing contained herein shall require 
schools to staff any non-school related activities, functions, or programs. 
Retaliation against a person who reports bullying, provides information during an 
investigation of bullying, or witnesses or has reliable information about bullying shall be 
prohibited. 
(c) Each school district, charter school, approved private day or residential school and 
collaborative school shall provide age-appropriate instruction on bullying prevention in 
each grade that is incorporated into the curriculum of the school district or school. The 
curriculum shall be evidence-based. 
(d) Each school district, charter school, non-public school, approved private day or 
residential school and collaborative school shall develop, adhere to and update a plan to 
address bullying prevention and intervention in consultation with teachers, school staff, 
professional support personnel, school volunteers, administrators, community 
representatives, local law enforcement agencies, students, parents and guardians. The 
consultation shall include, but not be limited to, notice and a public comment period; 
provided, however, that a non-public school shall only be required to give notice to and 
provide a comment period for families that have a child attending the school. The plan 
shall be updated at least biennially. 
Each plan shall include, but not be limited to: (i) descriptions of and statements 
prohibiting bullying, cyber-bullying and retaliation; (ii) clear procedures for students, 
staff, parents, guardians and others to report bullying or retaliation; (iii) a provision that 
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reports of bullying or retaliation may be made anonymously; provided, however, that no 
disciplinary action shall be taken against a student solely on the basis of an anonymous 
report; (iv) clear procedures for promptly responding to and investigating reports of 
bullying or retaliation; (v) the range of disciplinary actions that may be taken against a 
perpetrator for bullying or retaliation; provided, however, that the disciplinary actions 
shall balance the need for accountability with the need to teach appropriate behavior; (vi) 
clear procedures for restoring a sense of safety for a victim and assessing that victim's 
needs for protection; (vii) strategies for protecting from bullying or retaliation a person 
who reports bullying, provides information during an investigation of bullying or 
witnesses or has reliable information about an act of bullying; (viii) procedures consistent 
with state and federal law for promptly notifying the parents or guardians of a victim and 
a perpetrator; provided, further, that the parents or guardians of a victim shall also be 
notified of the action taken to prevent any further acts of bullying or retaliation; and 
provided, further, that the procedures shall provide for immediate notification pursuant to 
regulations promulgated under this subsection by the principal or person who holds a 
comparable role to the local law enforcement agency when criminal charges may be 
pursued against the perpetrator; (ix) a provision that a student who knowingly makes a 
false accusation of bullying or retaliation shall be subject to disciplinary action; and (x) a 
strategy for providing counseling or referral to appropriate services for perpetrators and 
victims and for appropriate family members of said students. The plan shall afford all 
students the same protection regardless of their status under the law. 
A school district, charter school, non-public school, approved private day or residential 
school or collaborative school may establish separate discrimination or harassment 
policies that include categories of students. Nothing in this section shall prevent a school 
district, charter school, non-public school, approved private day or residential school or 
collaborative school from remediating any discrimination or harassment based on a 
person's membership in a legally protected category under local, state or federal law. 
The plan for a school district, charter school, approved private day or residential school 
and collaborative school shall include a provision for ongoing professional development 
to build the skills of all staff members, including, but not limited to, educators, 
administrators, school nurses, cafeteria workers, custodians, bus drivers, athletic coaches, 
advisors to extracurricular activities and paraprofessionals, to prevent, identify and 
respond to bullying. The content of such professional development shall include, but not 
be limited to: (i) developmentally appropriate strategies to prevent bullying incidents; (ii) 
developmentally appropriate strategies for immediate, effective interventions to stop 
bullying incidents; (iii) information regarding the complex interaction and power 
differential that can take place between and among a perpetrator, victim and witnesses to 
the bullying; (iv) research findings on bullying, including information about specific 
categories of students who have been shown to be particularly at risk for bullying in the 
school environment; (v) information on the incidence and nature of cyber-bullying; and 
(vi) internet safety issues as they relate to cyber-bullying. The department shall identify 
and offer information on alternative methods for fulfilling the professional development 
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requirements of this section, at least 1 ofwhich shall be available at no cost to school 
districts, charter schools, approved private day or residential schools and collaborative 
schools. 
The plan shall include provisions for informing parents and guardians about the bullying 
prevention curriculum of the school district or school and shall include, but not be limited 
to: (i) how parents and guardians can reinforce the curriculum at home and support the 
school district or school plan; (ii) the dynamics of bullying; and (iii) online safety and 
cyber-bullying. 
The department shall promulgate rules and regulations on the requirements related to a 
principal's duties under clause (viii) of the second paragraph of this subsection; provided, 
that school districts, charter schools, approved private day or residential schools and 
collaborative schools shall be subject to the regulations. A non-public school shall 
develop procedures for immediate notification by the principal or person who holds a 
comparable role to the local law enforcement agency when criminal charges may be 
pursued against the perpetrator. 
(e)(l) Each school district, charter school, non-public school, approved private day or 
residential school and collaborative school shall provide to students and parents or 
guardians, in age-appropriate terms and in the languages which are most prevalent among 
the students, parents or guardians, annual written notice of the relevant student-related 
sections of the plan. 
(2) Each school district, charter school, non-public school, approved private day or 
residential school and collaborative school shall provide to all school staff annual written 
notice of the plan. The faculty and staff at each school shall be trained annually on the 
plan applicable to the school. Relevant sections of the plan relating to the duties of 
faculty and staff shall be included in a school district or school employee handbook. 
(3) The plan shall be posted on the website of each school district, charter school, non-
public school, approved private day or residential school and collaborative school. 
(f) Each school principal or the person who holds a comparable position shall be 
responsible for the implementation and oversight of the plan at his school. 
(g) A member of a school staff, including, but not limited to, an educator, administrator, 
school nurse, cafeteria worker, custodian, bus driver, athletic coach, advisor to an 
extracurricular activity or paraprofessional, shall immediately report any instance of 
bullying or retaliation the staff member has witnessed or become aware of to the principal 
or to the school official identified in the plan as responsible for receiving such reports or 
both. Upon receipt of such a report, the school principal or a designee shall promptly 
conduct an investigation. If the school principal or a designee determines that bullying or 
retaliation has occurred, the school principal or designee shall (i) notify the local law 
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enforcement agency if the school principal or designee believes that criminal charges 
may be pursued against a perpetrator; (ii) take appropriate disciplinary action; (iii) notify 
the parents or guardians of a perpetrator; and (iv) notify the parents or guardians of the 
victim, and to the extent consistent with state and federal law, notify them of the action 
taken to prevent any further acts of bullying or retaliation. 
(h) If an incident of bullying or retaliation involves students from more than one school 
district, charter school, non-public school, approved private day or residential school or 
collaborative school, the school district or school first informed of the bullying or 
retaliation shall, consistent with state and federal law, promptly notify the appropriate 
administrator of the other school district or school so that both may take appropriate 
action. If an incident of bullying or retaliation occurs on school grounds and involves a 
former student under the age of 21 who is no longer enrolled in a local school district, 
charter school, non-public school, approved private day or residential school or 
collaborative school, the school district or school informed of the bullying or retaliation 
shall contact law enforcement consistent with the provisions of clause (viii) of the second 
paragraph of subsection (d). 
(i) Nothing in this section shall supersede or replace existing rights or remedies under any 
other general or special law, nor shall this section create a private right of action. 
(j) The department, after consultation with the department of public health, the 
department of mental health, the attorney general, the Massachusetts District Attorneys 
Association and experts on bullying shall: (i) publish a model plan for school districts and 
schools to consider when creating their plans; and (ii) compile a list of bullying 
prevention and intervention resources, evidence-based curricula, best practices and 
academic-based research that shall be made available to schools. The model plan shall be 
consistent with the behavioral health and public schools framework developed by the 
department in accordance with section 19 of chapter 321 of the acts of 2008. The 
resources may include, but shall not be limited to, print, audio, video or digital media; 
subscription based online services; and on-site or technology-enabled professional 
development and training sessions. The department shall biennially update the model 
plan and the list of the resources, curricula, best practices and research and shall post 
them on its website. 
SECTION 6. Said chapter 71 is hereby further amended by adding after section 92, 
added by section 8 of chapter 12 ofthe acts of2010, the following section:-
Section 93 . Every public school providing computer access to students shall have a policy 
regarding internet safety measures to protect students from inappropriate subject matter 
and materials that can be accessed via the internet and shall notify the parents or 
guardians of all students attending the school of the policy. The policy and any standards 
and rules enforcing the policy shall be prescribed by the school committee in conjunction 
with the superintendent or the board of trustees of a commonwealth charter school. 
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SECTION 7. The sixth paragraph of section 3 of chapter 71 B of the General Laws, as 
appearing in the 2008 Official Edition, is hereby amended by inserting after the third 
sentence the following sentence:-
Whenever the evaluation of the Individualized Education Program team indicates that the 
child has a disability that affects social skills development or that the child is vulnerable 
to bullying, harassment or teasing because of the child's disability, the Individualized 
Education Program shall address the skills and proficiencies needed to avoid and respond 
to bullying, harassment or teasing. 
SECTION 8. Said section 3 of said chapter 71B, as so appearing, is hereby amended by 
inserting after the word "proficiencies", in line 154, the following words:- ; the skills and 
proficiencies needed to avoid and respond to bullying, harassment or teasing. 
SECTION 9. Section 43 of chapter 265 of the General Laws, as so appearing, is hereby 
amended by striking out subsection (a) and inserting in place thereof the following 
subsection:-
(a) Whoever (1) willfully and maliciously engages in a knowing pattern of conduct or 
series of acts over a period of time directed at a specific person which seriously alarms or 
annoys that person and would cause a reasonable person to suffer substantial emotional 
distress, and (2) makes a threat with the intent to place the person in imminent fear of 
death or bodily injury, shall be guilty of the crime of stalking and shall be punished by 
imprisonment in the state prison for not more than 5 years or by a fme of not more than 
$1,000, or imprisonment in the house of correction for not more than 2 1i years or by 
both such fine and imprisonment. The conduct, acts or threats described in this subsection 
shall include, but not be limited to, conduct, acts or threats conducted by mail or by use 
of a telephonic or telecommunication device or electronic communication device 
including, but not limited to, any device that transfers signs, signals, writing, images, 
sounds, data, or intelligence of any nature transmitted in whole or in part by a wire, radio, 
electromagnetic, photo-electronic or photo-optical system, including, but not limited to, 
electronic mail, internet communications, instant messages or facsimile communications. 
SECTION 10. Section 43A of said chapter 265, as so appearing, is hereby amended by 
striking out paragraph (a) and inserting in place thereof the following paragraph:-
(a) Whoever willfully and maliciously engages in a knowing pattern of conduct or series 
of acts over a period of time directed at a specific person, which seriously alarms that 
person and would cause a reasonable person to suffer substantial emotional distress, shall 
be guilty of the crime of criminal harassment and shall be punished by imprisonment in a 
house of correction for not more than 2 1i years or by a fme of not more than $1,000, or 
by both such fine and imprisonment. The conduct or acts described in this paragraph shall 
include, but not be limited to, conduct or acts conducted by mail or by use of a telephonic 
or telecommunication device or electronic communication device including, but not 
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limited to, any device that transfers signs, signals, writing, images, sounds, data or 
intelligence of any nature transmitted in whole or in part by a wire, radio, 
electromagnetic, photo-electronic or photo-optical system, including, but not limited to, 
electronic mail, internet communications, instant messages or facsimile communications. 
SECTION 11. Subsection (3) of section 13B of chapter 268 of the General Laws, as so 
appearing, is hereby amended by striking out the second sentence and inserting in place 
thereof the following sentence:- Such act shall include, but not be limited to, an act 
conducted by mail or by use of a telephonic or telecommunication device or electronic 
communication device including but not limited to any device that transfers signs, 
signals, writing, images, sounds, data, or intelligence of any nature transmitted in whole 
or in part by a wire, radio, electromagnetic, photo-electronic or photo-optical system, 
including, but not limited to, electronic mail, internet communications, instant messages 
or facsimile communications. 
SECTION 12. Chapter 269 of the General Laws is hereby amended by striking out 
section 14A, as so appearing, and inserting in place thereof the following section:-
Section 14A. Whoever telephones another person or contacts another person by 
electronic communication, or causes a person to be telephoned or contacted by electronic 
communication, repeatedly, for the sole purpose of harassing, annoying or molesting the 
person or the person's family, whether or not conversation ensues, or whoever telephones 
or contacts a person repeatedly by electronic communication and uses indecent or 
obscene language to the person, shall be punished by a fine of not more than $500 or by 
imprisonment for not more than 3 months, or by both such a fine and imprisonment. 
For purposes of this section, "electronic communication" shall include, but not be limited 
to, any transfer of signs, signals, writing, images, sounds, data or intelligence of any 
nature transmitted in whole or in part by a wire, radio, electromagnetic, photo-electronic 
or photo-optical system. 
SECTION 13. The department of elementary and secondary education shall periodically 
review school districts, charter schools, approved private day or residential schools and 
collaborative schools to determine whether the districts and schools are in compliance 
with this act. 
SECTION 14. The department of elementary and secondary education shall issue a 
report detailing cost-effective ways to implement the professional development 
requirements in subsection (d) of section 3 70 of chapter 71 of the General Laws; 
provided, further, that the report shall: (i) include an option available at no cost to school 
districts, charter schools, approved private day or residential schools and collaborative 
schools; (ii) explore the feasibility of an option for a "train-the-trainer" model, so-called, 
with demonstrated success and an option for online professional development; and (iii) 
include any other options which may be cost effective; provided, further, that the report 
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shall include a cost estimate for the professional development; and provided, further, that 
the report shall be provided to the clerks of the senate and house of representatives not 
later than August 31 , 201 0; and provided, further, that the clerks of the senate and house 
of representatives shall forward the report to the chairs of the house and senate 
committees on ways and means and the house and senate chairs of the joint committee on 
education. 
SECTION 15. School districts, charter schools, approved private day or residential 
schools and collaborative schools shall establish a bullying prevention and intervention 
plan in compliance with this act and shall file the plan with the department of elementary 
and secondary education on or before December 31, 2010; provided, however, that 
school districts, charter schools, approved private day or residential schools and 
collaborative schools shall establish and have in place the professional development 
provisions ofthe fourth paragraph of subsection (d) of section 370 of chapter 71 ofthe 
General Laws at the start of the 2010-2011 academic year. Non-public schools shall 
establish a bullying prevention and intervention plan in compliance with this act on or 
before December 31, 2 0 1 0. 
SECTION 16. The department of elementary and secondary education shall publish 
guidelines for the implementation of social and emotional learning curricula in 
kindergarten to grade 12, inclusive, on or before June 30, 2011. The guidelines shall be 
updated biennially. For purposes of this section, social and emotional learning shall mean 
the processes by which children acquire the knowledge, attitudes and skills necessary to 
recognize and manage their emotions, demonstrate caring and concern for others, 
establish positive relationships, make responsible decisions and constructively handle 
challenging social situations. 
SECTION 17. The department of elementary and secondary education shall promulgate 
the rules and regulations required under the last paragraph of subsection (d) of Section 
370 of chapter 71 of the General Laws on or before September 30, 2010. 
SECTION 18. There shall be a special commission to consist of7 members: 1 of whom 
shall be the attorney general or a designee who shall chair the commission; 1 of whom 
shall be a representative of the Massachusetts District Attorneys Association; 1 of whom 
shall be a representative of the Massachusetts Chiefs of Police Association; 1 of whom 
shall be a representative of the Massachusetts Sheriffs' Association; 1 of whom shall be a 
representative of the Massachusetts Association of School Committees; 1 of whom shall 
be a representative of the Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents; and 1 of 
whom shall be a representative of the Association of Independent Schools in New 
England who represents a Massachusetts school, for the purpose of making an 
investigation and study relative to bullying and cyber-bullying. The commission shall 
review the General Laws to determine if they need to be amended in order to address 
bullying and cyber-bullying; provided, further, that the commission shall also investigate 
parental responsibility and liability for bullying and cyber-bullying. The commission 
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shall report to the general court the results of its investigation and study and its 
recommendations, if any, together with drafts of legislation necessary to carry out such 
recommendations, by filing the same with the clerks of the senate and the house of 
representatives who shall forward the same to the chairs of the joint committee on 
education, the chairs of the joint committee on the judiciary, and the chairs of the house 
and senate committees on ways and means on or before June 30, 2011. 
Approved May 3, 2010 
Available online at 
http://www. malegislature. gov/Laws/SessionLawsl Acts/20 1 O/Chapter9 2 
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APPENDIX D: MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONDARY EDUCATION MODEL BULLYING PREVENTION AND 
INTERVENTION PLAN 
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Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education 
Model Bullying Prevention and Intervention Plan 
The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (Department) created 
the Model Bullying Prevention and Intervention Plan required under M.G.L. c. 71, 
§ 370, in consultation with state agencies, school personnel, advocacy 
organizations, and other interested parties. The Model Plan's format parallels 
the draft Behavioral Health and Public Schools Framework, and is designed to be 
used by schools and school districts as a framework for developing local Plans. 
In some sections there are examples of specific language that can be 
incorporated into local Plans, and in others there are recommendations for 
decision-making and planning strategies. Schools and districts may choose to 
use this format for creating their own Bullying Prevention and Intervention Plans, 
or develop an alternative format. A sample incident reporting form is attached as 
Appendix A. 
Please note that in the Model Plan and in other Department publications we use 
the word "target" instead of "victim" and "aggressor" instead of "perpetrator." 
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I. LEADERSHIP 
Leadership at all levels will play a critical role in developing and implementing Bullying 
Prevention and Intervention Plans ("the Plan '? in the context of other whole school and 
community efforts to promote positive school climate. Leaders have a primary role in 
teaching students to be civil to one another and promoting understanding of and respect 
for diversity and difference. Leadership should be defined by the district or school, 
depending on existing roles and responsibilities and locally identified priorities for this 
initiative. Leadership is responsible for setting priorities and for staying up-to-date with 
current research on ways to prevent and effectively respond to bullying. It is also the 
responsibility of leaders to involve representatives from the greater school and local 
community in developing and implementing the Plan. 
A. Public involvement in developing the Plan. As required by M.G.L. c. 71, § 370, the 
Plan must be developed in consultation with teachers, school staff, professional 
support personnel, school volunteers, administrators, community representatives, 
local law enforcement agencies, students, parents, and guardians. Consultation 
must include, at a minimum, notice and a public comment period before the Plan is 
adopted by the school committee or equivalent authority. Schools and districts may 
choose to involve representatives from each of these constituencies in other aspects 
of Plan development, including needs assessments, working groups, task forces, 
and public meetings. The Plan should identify the ways that each of the various 
constituencies will be involved. 
B. Assessing needs and resources. The Plan should be the school's or district's 
blueprint for enhancing capacity to prevent and respond to issues of bullying within 
the context of other healthy school climate initiatives. As part of the planning 
process, school leaders, with input from families and staff, should assess the 
adequacy of current programs; review current policies and procedures; review 
available data on bullying and behavioral incidents; and assess available resources 
including curricula, training programs, and behavioral health services. This 
"mapping" process will assist schools and districts in identifying resource gaps and 
the most significant areas of need. Based on these findings, schools and districts 
should revise or develop policies and procedures; establish partnerships with 
community agencies, including law enforcement; and set priorities. 
Consider doing the following to allow for initial and periodic needs assessments: 1) 
surveying students, staff, parents, and guardians on school climate and school safety 
issues; and 2) collecting and analyzing building-specific data on the prevalence and 
characteristics of bullying (e.g., focusing on identifying vulnerable populations and 
"hot spots" in school buildings, on school grounds, or on school buses). This 
information will help to identify patterns of behaviors and areas of concern, and will 
inform decision-making for prevention strategies including, but not limited to, adult 
supervision, professional development, age-appropriate curricula, and in-school 
support services. The Plan should describe the methods the school will use to 
conduct needs assessments, including timelines and leadership roles. 
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C. Planning and oversight. Plans should identify the school or district leaders 
responsible for the following tasks under the Plan: 1) receiving reports on bullying; 
2) collecting and analyzing building- and/or school-wide data on bullying to assess 
the present problem and to measure improved outcomes; 3) creating a process for 
recording and tracking incident reports , and for accessing information related to 
targets and aggressors; 4) planning for the ongoing professional development that is 
required by the law; 5) planning supports that respond to the needs of targets and 
aggressors; 6) choosing and implementing the curricula that the school or district will 
use; 7) developing new or revising current policies and protocols under the Plan, 
including an Internet safety policy, and designating key staff to be in charge of 
implementation of them; 8) amending student and staff handbooks and codes of 
conduct; 9) leading the parent or family engagement efforts and drafting parent 
information materials; and 1 0) reviewing and updating the Plan each year, or more 
frequently. 
D. Developing priority statements. Priority statements can be used to communicate 
within the Plan the school 's or district's vision in creating and implementing its 
bullying prevention and intervention strategies. The following are examples of 
priority statements that may be included in local Plans: 
The school or district expects that all members of the school community will treat 
each other in a civil manner and with respect for differences. 
The school or district is committed to providing all students with a safe learning 
environment that is free from bullying and cyber-bullying. This commitment is an 
integral part of our comprehensive efforts to promote learning , and to prevent 
and eliminate all forms of bullying and other harmful and disruptive behavior that 
can impede the learning process. 
We understand that members of certain student groups, such as students with 
disabilities, students who are gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transgender, and 
homeless students may be more vulnerable to becoming targets of bullying , 
harassment, or teasing. The school or district will take specific steps to create a 
safe, supportive environment for vulnerable populations in the school community, 
and provide all students with the skills , knowledge, and strategies to prevent or 
respond to bullying, harassment, or teasing. 
We will not tolerate any unlawful or disruptive behavior, including any form of 
bullying, cyber-bullying, or retaliation, in our school buildings, on school grounds, 
or in school-related activities. We will investigate promptly all reports and 
complaints of bullying, cyber-bullying, and retaliation, and take prompt action to 
end that behavior and restore the target's sense of safety. We will support this 
commitment in all aspects of our school community, including curricula, 
instructional programs, staff development, extracurricular activities, and parent or 
guardian involvement. 
The Bullying Prevention and Intervention Plan ("Plan") is a comprehensive 
approach to addressing bullying and cyber-bullying, and the school or district is 
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committed to working with students, staff, families, law enforcement agencies, 
and the community to prevent issues of violence. In consultation with these 
constituencies, we have established this Plan for preventing , intervening, and 
responding to incidents of bullying , cyber-bullying , and retaliation. The principal 
is responsible for the implementation and oversight of the Plan. 
II. TRAINING AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
The Plan must reflect the requirements under M.G.L. c. 71, § 370 to provide ongoing 
professional development for all staff, including but not limited to, educators, 
administrators, counselors, school nurses, cafeteria workers, custodians, bus drivers, 
athletic coaches, advisors to extracurricular activities, and paraprofessionals. The Plan 
should state the content and frequency of staff training and ongoing professional 
development as determined by the school's or district's needs, and list other topics to be 
included in these staff programs. The locally identified additional areas of training 
should be based on needs and concerns identified by school and district staff. 
The law lists six topics that must be included in professional development. Additional 
topics may be identified by the school or district leadership as they consider the unique 
needs of the school or district community. Plans should also identify which trainings will 
be provided districtwide and which will be school-based. 
The following is sample language for Plans: 
A. Annual staff training on the Plan. Annual training for all school staff on the 
Plan will include staff duties under the Plan , an overview of the steps that the 
principal or designee will follow upon receipt of a report of bullying or 
retaliation, and an overview of the bullying prevention curricula to be offered 
at all grades throughout the school or district. Staff members hired after the 
start of the school year are required to participate in school-based training 
during the school year in which they are hired , unless they can demonstrate 
participation in an acceptable and comparable program within the last two 
years. 
B. Ongoing professional development. The goal of professional development is to 
establish a common understanding of tools necessary for staff to create a school 
climate that promotes safety, civil communication, and respect for differences. 
Professional development will build the skills of staff members to prevent, identify, 
and respond to bullying. As required by M.G.L. c. 71 , § 370, the content of 
schoolwide and districtwide professional development will be informed by research 
and will include information on: 
(i) developmentally (or age-) appropriate strategies to prevent bullying; 
(ii) developmentally (or age-) appropriate strategies for immediate, effective 
interventions to stop bullying incidents; 
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(iii) information regard ing the complex interaction and power differential that 
can take place between and among an aggressor, target, and witnesses 
to the bullying; 
(iv) research findings on bullying , including information about specific 
categories of students who have been shown to be particularly at risk for 
bullying in the school environment; 
(v) information on the incidence and nature of cyber-bullying; and 
(vi) Internet safety issues as they relate to cyber-bullying . 
Professional development will also address ways to prevent and respond to 
bullying or retaliation for students with disabilities that must be considered 
when developing students' Individualized Education Programs (IEPs). This 
will include a particular focus on the needs of students with autism or students 
whose disability affects social skills development. 
Additional areas identified by the school or district for professional 
development include: 
• promoting and modeling the use of respectful language; 
• fostering an understanding of and respect for diversity and difference; 
• building relationships and communicating with families; 
• constructively managing classroom behaviors; 
• using positive behavioral intervention strategies; 
• applying constructive disciplinary practices; 
• teaching students skills including positive communication, anger 
management, and empathy for others; 
engaging students in school or classroom planning and decision-making; 
and 
maintaining a safe and caring classroom for all students. 
C. Written notice to staff. The school or district will provide all staff with an annual 
written notice of the Plan by publishing information about it, including sections related 
to staff duties, in the school or district employee handbook and the code of conduct. 
Ill. ACCESS TO RESOURCES AND SERVICES 
A key aspect of promoting positive school climates is ensuring that the underlying 
emotional needs of targets, aggressors, families, and others are addressed. The Plan 
should describe the strategies for providing supports and services necessary to meet 
these needs. In order to enhance the school's or district's capacity to prevent, intervene 
early, and respond effectively to bullying, available services should reflect an 
understanding of the dynamics of bullying and provide approaches to address the needs 
of targets and aggressors. Plans must include a strategy for providing counseling or 
referral to appropriate services for aggressors, targets, and family members of those 
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students. These locally established strategies should be reflected in the school or district 
Plan. 
A. ldentifvinq resources. The Plan should include the school's or district's process for 
identifying its capacity to provide counseling and other services for targets, 
aggressors, and their families. This will include a review of current staffing and 
programs that support the creation of positive school environments by focusing on 
early interventions and intensive services. Once this mapping of resources is 
complete, the school or district can develop recommendations and action steps to fill 
resource and service gaps. This may include adopting new curricula, reorganizing 
staff, establishing safety planning teams, and identifying other agencies that can 
provide services. The Plan should outline the local processes for identifying existing 
and needed resources. 
B. Counseling and other services. The Plan should identify the availability of culturally 
and linguistically appropriate resources within the school and district. If resources 
need to be developed, the Plan should identify linkages with community based 
organizations, including Community Service Agencies (CSAs) for Medicaid eligible 
students. In addition, the Plan should identify staff and service providers who assist 
schools in developing safety plans for students who have been targets of bullying or 
retaliation, provid ing social skills programs to prevent bullying, and offering education 
and/or intervention services for students exhibiting bullying behaviors. Schools may 
consider current tools including, but not limited to, behavioral intervention plans, 
social skills groups, and ind ividually focused curricula. 
C. Students with disabilities. As required by M.G.L. c. 71 B, § 3, as amended by 
Chapter 92 of the Acts of 2010, when the IEP Team determines the student has a 
disability that affects social skills development or the student may participate in or is 
vulnerable to bullying , harassment, or teasing because of his/her disability, the Team 
will consider what should be included in the IEP to develop the student's skills and 
proficiencies to avoid and respond to bullying , harassment, or teasing. 
D. Referral to outside services. Schools and districts should establish a referral 
protocol for referring students and families to outside services. Clear protocols will 
help students and families access appropriate and timely services. Referrals must 
comply with relevant laws and policies. Current local referral protocols should be 
evaluated to assess their relevance to the Plan, and revised as needed. 
IV. ACADEMIC AND NON-ACADEMIC ACTIVITIES 
The law requires each school or district to provide age-appropriate instruction on bullying 
prevention in each grade that is incorporated into the school's or district 's curricula. 
Curricula must be evidence-based. Effective instruction will include classroom 
approaches, whole school initiatives, and focused strategies for bullying prevention and 
social skills development. The Department will publish guidelines for implementing 
social and emotional/earning curricula by June 30, 2011 . Other resources are currently 
available on the Department's website at http://www.doe.mass.edu/sscel bullvinql Plans 
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should include specific information about local priorities and approaches that will be 
used, and how schools and districts will integrate the Plan into the school's and/or 
district's curricula. 
The following is sample language that may be amended to reflect locally established 
priorities: 
A. Specific bullying prevention approaches. Bullying prevention curricula will be 
informed by current research which, among other things, emphasizes the following 
approaches: 
using scripts and role plays to develop skills; 
empowering students to take action by knowing what to do when they witness 
other students engaged in acts of bullying or retaliation, including seeking adult 
assistance; 
helping students understand the dynamics of bullying and cyber-bullying, 
including the underlying power imbalance; 
emphasizing cybersafety, including safe and appropriate use of electronic 
communication technologies; 
• enhancing students' skills for engaging in healthy relationships and respectful 
communications; and 
engaging students in a safe, supportive school environment that is respectful of 
diversity and difference. 
Initiatives will also teach students about the student-related sections of the Bullying 
Prevention and Intervention Plan. The Plan should include specific information about 
how and when the school or district will review the Plan with students. 
B. General teaching approaches that support bullying prevention efforts. The 
following approaches are integral to establishing a safe and supportive school 
environment. These underscore the importance of our bullying intervention and 
prevention initiatives: 
setting clear expectations for students and establishing school and classroom 
routines; 
creating safe school and classroom environments for all students, including for 
students with disabilities, lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender students, and 
homeless students; 
using appropriate and positive responses and reinforcement, even when 
students require discipline; 
using positive behavioral supports; 
encouraging adults to develop positive relationships with students; 
modeling, teaching, and rewarding pro-social, healthy, and respectful behaviors; 
using positive approaches to behavioral health, including collaborative problem-
solving, conflict resolution training, teamwork, and positive behavioral supports 
that aid in social and emotional development; 
using the Internet safely; and 
supporting students' interest and participation in non-academic and 
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extracurricular activities, particularly in their areas of strength . 
V. POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR REPORTING AND RESPONDING TO 
BULLYING AND RETALIATION 
To support efforts to respond promptly and effectively to bullying and retaliation, schools 
or districts must put in place policies and procedures for receiving and responding to 
reports of bullying or retaliation . These policies and procedures will ensure that 
members of the school community- students, parents, and staff- know what will 
happen when incidents of bullying occur. Schools and districts should describe in the 
Plan detailed procedures for staff reporting of incidents, processes for communicating to 
students and families how reports can be made (including anonymous reports), and 
procedures to be followed by the principal or designee once a report is made. 
Incorporate these procedures into the local Plan. 
The following is sample language that may be included in a Plan, and is based on the 
requirements of M. G.L. c. 71, § 370. Schools or districts may modify this to include 
local procedures and provide due process as required. 
A. Reporting bullying or retaliation. Reports of bullying or retaliation may be made by 
staff, students, parents or guardians, or others, and may be oral or written. Oral 
reports made by or to a staff member shall be recorded in writing. A school or district 
staff member is required to report immediately to the principal or designee any 
instance of bullying or retaliation the staff member becomes aware of or witnesses. 
Reports made by students, parents or guardians, or other individuals who are not 
school or district staff members, may be made anonymously. The school or district 
will make a variety of reporting resources available to the school community 
including , but not limited to, an Incident Reporting Form, 18 a voicemail box, a 
dedicated mailing address, and an email address. 
Use of an Incident Reporting Form is not required as a condition of making a report. 
The school or district will: 1) include a copy of the Incident Reporting Form in the 
beginning of the year packets for students and parents or guardians; 2) make it 
available in the school 's main office, the counseling office, the school nurse's office, 
and other locations determined by the principal or designee; and 3) post it on the 
school 's website. The Incident Reporting Form will be made available in the most 
prevalent language(s) of origin of students and parents or guardians. 
At the beginning of each school year, the school or district will provide the school 
community, including administrators, staff, students, and parents or guardians, with 
written notice of its policies for reporting acts of bullying and retal iation. A description 
of the reporting procedures and resources, including the name and contact 
information of the principal or designee, will be incorporated in student and staff 
handbooks, on the school or district website, and in information about the Plan that is 
made available to parents or guardians. 
18 See Appendix A for Sample Incident Reporting Form. 
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1. Reporting by Staff 
A staff member will report immediately to the principal or designee when he/she 
witnesses or becomes aware of conduct that may be bullying or retaliation. The 
requirement to report to the principal or designee does not limit the authority of the 
staff member to respond to behavioral or disciplinary incidents consistent with school 
or district policies and procedures for behavior management and discipline. 
2. Reporting by Students, Parents or Guardians, and Others 
The school or district expects students, parents or guardians, and others who 
witness or become aware of an instance of bullying or retaliation involving a student 
to report it to the principal or designee. Reports may be made anonymously, but no 
disciplinary action will be taken against an alleged aggressor solely on the basis of 
an anonymous report. Students, parents or guardians, and others may request 
assistance from a staff member to complete a written report. Students will be 
provided practical, safe, private and age-appropriate ways to report and discuss an 
incident of bullying with a staff member, or with the principal or designee. 
B. Responding to a report of bullying or retaliation. 
1. Safety 
Before fully investigating the allegations of bullying or retaliation, the principal or 
designee will take steps to assess the need to restore a sense of safety to the 
alleged target and/or to protect the alleged target from possible further incidents. 
Responses to promote safety may include, but not be limited to, creating a personal 
safety plan; pre-determining seating arrangements for the target and/or the 
aggressor in the classroom, at lunch, or on the bus; identifying a staff member who 
will act as a "safe person" for the target; and altering the aggressor's schedule and 
access to the target. The principal or designee will take additional steps to promote 
safety during the course of and after the investigation, as necessary. 
The principal or designee will implement appropriate strategies for protecting from 
bullying or retaliation a student who has reported bullying or retaliation, a student 
who has witnessed bullying or retaliation, a student who provides information during 
an investigation, or a student who has reliable information about a reported act of 
bullying or retaliation. (Include locally established student safety planning policies 
and procedures here.) 
2. Obligations to Notify Others 
a. Notice to parents or guardians. Upon determining that bullying or 
retaliation has occurred, the principal or designee will promptly notify the 
parents or guardians of the target and the aggressor of this, and of the 
procedures for responding to it. There may be circumstances in which the 
principal or designee contacts parents or guardians prior to any 
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investigation. Notice will be consistent with state regulations at 603 CMR 
49.00. 
b. Notice to Another School or District. If the reported incident involves 
students from more than one school district, charter school, non-public 
school, approved private special education day or residential school, or 
collaborative school, the principal or designee first informed of the 
incident will promptly notify by telephone the principal or designee of the 
other school(s) of the incident so that each school may take appropriate 
action. All communications will be in accordance with state and federal 
privacy laws and regulations, and 603 CMR 49.00. 
c. Notice to Law Enforcement. At any point after receiving a report of 
bullying or retaliation, including after an investigation, if the principal 
or designee has a reasonable basis to believe that criminal charges 
may be pursued against the aggressor, the principal will notify the 
local law enforcement agency. Notice will be consistent with the 
requirements of 603 CMR 49.00 and locally established 
agreements with the local law enforcement agency. Also, if an 
incident occurs on school grounds and involves a former student 
under the age of 21 who is no longer enrolled in school, the 
principal or designee shall contact the local law enforcement 
agency if he or she has a reasonable basis to believe that criminal 
charges may be pursued against the aggressor. 
In making this determination, the principal will, consistent with the 
Plan and with applicable school or district policies and procedures, 
consult with the school resource officer, if any, and other individuals 
the principal or designee deems appropriate. 
C. Investigation. The principal or designee will investigate promptly all reports of 
bullying or retaliation and, in doing so, will consider all available information 
known, including the nature of the allegation(s) and the ages of the students 
involved. 
During the investigation the principal or designee will, among other things, 
interview students, staff, witnesses, parents or guardians, and others as 
necessary. The principal or designee (or whoever is conducting the 
investigation) will remind the alleged aggressor, target, and witnesses that 
retaliation is strictly prohibited and will result in disciplinary action. 
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Interviews may be conducted by the principal or designee, other staff 
members as determined by the principal or designee, and in consultation with 
the school counselor, as appropriate. To the extent practicable, and given 
his/her obligation to investigate and address the matter, the principal or 
designee will maintain confidentiality during the investigative process. The 
principal or designee will maintain a written record of the investigation. 
Procedures for investigating reports of bullying and retaliation will be 
consistent with school or district policies and procedures for investigations. If 
necessary, the principal or designee will consult with legal counsel about the 
investigation. (Align this with school or district procedures.) 
D. Determinations. The principal or designee will make a determination based 
upon all of the facts and circumstances. If, after investigation, bullying or 
retaliation is substantiated, the principal or designee will take steps 
reasonably calculated to prevent recurrence and to ensure that the target is 
not restricted in participating in school or in benefiting from school activities. 
The principal or designee will: 1) determine what remedial action is required, 
if any, and 2) determine what responsive actions and/or disciplinary action is 
necessary. 
Depending upon the circumstances, the principal or designee may choose to 
consult with the students' teacher(s) and/or school counselor, and the target's 
or aggressor's parents or guardians, to identify any underlying social or 
emotional issue(s) that may have contributed to the bullying behavioi and to 
assess the level of need for additional social skills development. 
The principal or designee will promptly notify the parents or guardians of the 
target and the aggressor about the results of the investigation and, if bullying 
or retaliation is found, what action is being taken to prevent further acts of 
bullying or retaliation. All notice to parents must comply with applicable state 
and federal privacy laws and regulations. Because of the legal requirements 
regarding the confidentiality of student records, the principal or designee 
cannot report specific information to the target's parent or guardian about the 
disciplinary action taken unless it involves a "stay away" order or other 
directive that the target must be aware of in order to report violations. 
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E. Responses to Bullying. Use this section of the Plan to enumerate the 
school's or district's chosen strategies for building students' skills, and other 
individualized interventions that the school or district may take in response to 
remediate or prevent further bullying and retaliation. The following is sample 
language that may be included in school or district Plans: 
1. Teaching Appropriate Behavior Through Skills-building 
Upon the principal or designee determining that bullying or retaliation has 
occurred, the law requires that the school or district use a range of responses 
that balance the need for accountability with the need to teach appropriate 
behavior. M.G.L. c. 71, § 370(d)(v). Skill-building approaches that the 
principal or designee may consider include: 
offering individualized skill-building sessions based on the 
school 's/district's anti-bullying curricula; 
providing relevant educational activities for individual students or groups of 
students, in consultation with guidance counselors and other appropriate 
school personnel; 
implementing a range of academic and nonacademic positive behavioral 
supports to help students understand pro-social ways to achieve their 
goals; 
meeting with parents and guardians to engage parental support and to 
reinforce the anti-bullying curricula and social skills building activities at 
home; 
adopting behavioral plans to include a focus on developing specific social 
skills; and 
making a referral for evaluation. 
2. Taking Disciplinary Action 
If the principal or designee decides that disciplinary action is appropriate, the 
disciplinary action will be determined on the basis of facts found by the 
principal or designee, including the nature of the conduct, the age of the 
student(s) involved , and the need to balance accountability with the teaching 
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of appropriate behavior. Discipline will be consistent with the Plan and with 
the school's or district's code of conduct. 
Discipline procedures for students with disabilities are governed by the 
federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA), which 
should be read in cooperation with state laws regarding student discipline. 
If the principal or designee determines that a student knowingly made a false 
allegation of bullying or retaliation, that student may be subject to disciplinary 
action. 
3. Promoting Safety for the Target and Others 
The principal or designee will consider what adjustments, if any, are needed 
in the school environment to enhance the target's sense of safety and that of 
others as well. One strategy that the principal or designee may use is to 
increase adult supervision at transition times and in locations where bullying 
is known to have occurred or is likely to occur. 
With in a reasonable period of time following the determination and the 
ordering of remedial and/or disciplinary action, the principal or designee will 
contact the target to determine whether there has been a recurrence of the 
prohibited conduct and whether additional supportive measures are needed. 
If so, the principal or designee will work with appropriate school staff to 
implement them immediately. 
VI. COLLABORATION WITH FAMILIES 
Effective Plans will include strategies to engage and collaborate with students ' families in 
order to increase the capacity of the school or district to prevent and respond to bullying. 
Resources for families and communication with them are essential aspects of effective 
collaboration. The law requires the district or school Plan to include provisions for 
informing parents or guardians about the bullying prevention and intervention curricula 
used by the school district or school including: (i) how parents and guardians can 
reinforce the curricula at home and support the school or district plan; (ii) the dynamics 
of bullying; and (iii) online safety and cyber-bullying. Parents and guardians must also 
be notified in writing each year about the student-related sections of the Bullying 
Prevention and Intervention Plan, in the language(s) most prevalent among the parents 
or guardians. School- or district-specific approaches to collaboration should take into 
account age, climate, socio-economic factors, linguistic, and cultural make-up of 
students and the parents. 
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Identify in local Plans the parent resource and information networks that the school or 
district will collaborate with in working with parents and guardians. 
A. Parent education and resources. The school or district will offer education programs 
for parents and guardians that are focused on the parental components of the anti-
bullying curricula and any social competency curricula used by the district or school. 
The programs will be offered in collaboration with the PTO, PTA, School Councils, 
Special Education Parent Advisory Council , or similar organizations. 
B. Notification requirements. Each year the school or district will inform parents or 
guardians of enrolled students about the anti-bullying curricula that are being used. 
This notice will include information about the dynamics of bullying, including cyber-
bullying and online safety. The school or district will send parents written notice each 
year about the student-related sections of the Plan and the school's or district's 
Internet safety policy. All notices and information made available to parents or 
guardians will be in hard copy and electronic formats , and will be available in the 
language(s) most prevalent among parents or guardians. The school or district will 
post the Plan and related information on its website. 
VII. PROHIBITION AGAINST BULLYING AND RETALIATION 
The law requires each Plan to include a statement prohibiting bullying, cyber-bullying, 
and retaliation. The statement must be included in the Plan and included in the student 
code of conduct, the student handbook, and the staff handbook. The following 
statement is incorporated directly from M.G.L. c. 71 , § 370(b) , and describes the law's 
requirements for the prohibition of bullying. It may be tailored to meet the specific 
priorities of the school or district. Alternative language is included in the draft priority 
statements in Part 1.0 above. 
Acts of bullying, which include cyber-bullying , are prohibited : 
(i) on school grounds and property immediately adjacent to school grounds, at 
a school-sponsored or school-related activity, function , or program whether on or 
off school grounds, at a school bus stop, on a school bus or other vehicle owned , 
leased, or used by a school district or school; or through the use of technology or 
an electronic device owned, leased, or used by a school district or school , and 
(ii) at a location, activity, function, or program that is not school-related through 
the use of technology or an electronic device that is not owned , leased, or 
used by a school district or school, if the acts create a hostile environment at 
school for the target or witnesses, infringe on their rights at school, or 
materially and substantially disrupt the education process or the orderly operation 
of a school. 
Retaliation against a person who reports bullying , provides information during an 
investigation of bullying , or witnesses or has reliable information about bullying is also 
prohibited . 
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As stated in M.G.L. c. 71, § 370, nothing in this Plan requires the district or school to 
staff any non-school related activities, functions, or programs. 
VIII. DEFINITIONS 
Several of the following definitions are copied directly from M. G.L. c. 71, § 370, as noted 
below. Schools or districts may add specific language to these definitions to clarify 
them, but may not alter their meaning or scope. Plans may also include additional 
definitions that are aligned with local policies and procedures. 
Aggressor is a student who engages in bullying, cyber-bullying, or retaliation. 
Bullying , as defined in M.G.L. c. 71, § 370, is the repeated use by one or 
more students of a written, verbal, or electronic expression or a physical act or 
gesture or any combination thereof, directed at a target that: 
i. causes physical or emotional harm to the target or damage to the target's 
property; 
ii. places the target in reasonable fear of harm to himself or herself or of 
damage to his or her property; 
iii . creates a hostile environment at school for the target; 
iv. infringes on the rights of the target at school; or 
v. materially and substantially disrupts the education process or the orderly 
operation of a school. 
Cyber-bullying, is bullying through the use of technology or electronic devices 
such as telephones, cell phones, computers , and the Internet. It includes, but is 
not limited to, email , instant messages, text messages, and Internet postings. 
See M.G.L. c. 71, § 370 for the legal definition of cyber-bullying . 
Hostile environment, as defined in M.G.L. c. 71 , § 370, is a situation in which 
bullying causes the school environment to be permeated with intimidation , 
ridicule, or insult that is sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter the conditions of a 
student's education . 
Retaliation is any form of intimidation , reprisal , or harassment directed against a 
student who reports bullying, provides information during an investigation of 
bullying, or witnesses or has reliable information about bullying. 
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Staff includes, but is not limited to, educators, administrators, counselors, school 
nurses, cafeteria workers, custodians, bus drivers, athletic coaches, advisors to 
extracurricular activities, support staff, or paraprofessionals. 
Target is a student against whom bullying, cyber-bullying, or retaliation has been 
perpetrated. 
IX. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS 
Consistent with state and federal laws, and the policies of the school or district, no 
person shall be discriminated against in admission to a public school of any town or in 
obtaining the advantages, privilege and courses of study of such public school on 
account of race, color, sex, religion, national origin, or sexual orientation. Nothing in the 
Plan prevents the school or district from taking action to remediate discrimination or 
harassment based on a person's membership in a legally protected category under 
local, state, or federal law, or school or district policies. 
In addition, nothing in the Plan is designed or intended to limit the authority of the school 
or district to take disciplinary action or other action under M.G.L. c. 71, §§ 37H or 37H1,!;, 
other applicable laws, or local school or district policies in response to violent, harmful, 
or disruptive behavior, regardless of whether the Plan covers the behavior. 
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El. Emailed Survey Invitation 
TO: [Email address] 
FROM: [Name ofMASS, MASC, MCOPA, MPTA Representative] 
SUBJECT: Research opportunity about Massachusetts anti-bullying efforts 
Dear [First name], 
You are receiving this invitation because you are a member of [MASS, MASC, MCOP A, 
MPTA]. 
You are invited to participate in a research study about how schools have responded to 
the Massachusetts 2010 anti-bullying law. The study is being conducted for a dissertation 
by Karen Errichetti, who bas served on the North Reading School Committee and is a 
doctoral student researcher at Boston University. For her dissertation, Mrs. Errichetti is 
conducting a statewide survey among parents, school committee chairs, law enforcement 
representatives and superintendents, hoping to learn what approaches to the law work 
well and which ones work less well. 
While this study is not designed to directly benefit those who take the survey, the 
information collected from it will help Mrs. Errichetti to learn about how some school 
districts and communities responded to the 2010 anti-bullying law and to develop 
recommendations to improve school anti-bullying policy and the state law. This 
information will be summarized in a report that anonymously describes perspectives 
across all survey participants. The report will be publicly available and distributed to 
school districts, policymakers and other stakeholders. 
If you served your community or school district as a school committee chair, chief of 
police, or a superintendent in 2011 for the entire year or were a parent who had a child in 
school during that same time, we encourage you to respond to this confidential survey. 
[For the chiefs of police or superintendent invitation, include the following statement: 
You may designate someone to take this survey for your school district or community if 
that designee was responsible for addressing anti-bullying efforts between January 1 and 
December 31, 2011.] 
What you can expect as a participant of this research study: 
• There are no "right" or "wrong" answers. 
• The survey takes 8 to 10 minutes to complete. 
• Your responses are completely confidential and will not be shared with anyone, 
including the [MASS, MASC, MCOPA, MPTA]. 
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• Your participation is voluntary. You may stop the survey at any time or refuse to 
answer any questions you do not wish to answer. 
• Responses will be summarized in a report across all survey participants, and no 
identifiable information will be used in that report. 
The only risk to taking the survey is potential breach of confidentiality; however, all data 
collected by the survey will be stored on a secure server and backed up on a password-
protected computer. Data will be destroyed after three years. This study has been 
approved by the Boston University Medical Campus Institutional Review Board. If you 
accept/understand these terms, click here to begin. 
When you start the survey, you will have to enter the following password to take the 
survey: 
[PASSWORD] 
[For the chiefs of police or superintendent invitation, include the following statement: If 
you wish to have a designee fill out the survey, please forward the invitation to them 
without taking the survey.] You can start and stop the survey at any time; your browser 
will remember where you left off. 
Your response is requested by [DATE]. Please feel free to contact Mrs. Errichetti if you 
have any questions or concerns about this research study at ksautter@gmail.com or (781) 
424-1477. You may also contact her dissertation advisor Judith Bernstein, at 
jbemste@bu.edu or (617) 414-1415. 
Thank you for considering participation in this research study about anti-bullying efforts 
in Massachusetts. 
Sincerely, 
[MASS, MASC, MCOPA, MPTA Representative] 
E2. Case Study School District Invitation to the Superintendent 
DATE 
Dear Superintendent, 
I am writing to you about an opportunity for your school district to participate in a 
research study about how schools have responded to the Massachusetts 2010 anti-
bullying law. I am a doctoral student researcher at Boston University and have served as 
a member of the North Reading School Committee. For my dissertation, I am conducting 
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a statewide survey among parents, school committee chairs, law enforcement 
representatives, and superintendents, hoping to learn what approaches to the law work 
well and which ones work less well. In order to go a little deeper and enrich the survey, I 
am also planning case studies in four diverse school districts to understand the actual 
experience of school districts in developing and implementing policies and programs to 
protect children from bullying in school and online. The focus is on the practical 
challenges and solutions employed by your district in response to the law. Information 
from the survey and the case studies will be summarized and presented without any 
identifying material, and disseminated broadly throughout Massachusetts . 
Your school district is one of four that have been selected to participate in this 
anonymous study, based on a sampling scheme designed to get the broadest range of 
ideas and experiences. If your school district is willing to help us learn about what 
happened 'on the ground', 3-5 school district leaders including yourself would be asked 
to participate in individual, voluntary and anonymous 45-minute interviews to talk about 
their experience addressing bullying in your school district. Leaders would be selected 
with your assistance based on their participation in anti-bullying programming in your 
school district and may include school principals, central office administrators, school 
council representatives, and/or active parent leaders. I would also request access to your 
school district's student handbooks and any published materials describing anti-bullying 
efforts in your school district that you wish to share with me, such as descriptions of 
student assemblies, copies of anti-bullying posters, and anti-bullying curriculum. 
While this study is not designed to directly benefit your school district or the individuals 
who contribute observations to it, the information collected from it will help me to learn 
about how some school districts responded to the 2010 anti-bullying law and to formulate 
initial recommendations for improvements to school anti-bullying policy and to the state 
law. This information will be summarized in a case study report that describes those 
experiences anonymously and will be made publicly available and distributed to other 
school districts, policymakers and other stakeholders. 
I have obtained permission to conduct this research study from the Boston University 
Medical Campus Institutional Review Board. All interviews are confidential and 
voluntary, and all participants must consent to participate. Participants are free to 
withdraw from the study without risk. I will audio-tape the interviews and focus group 
with permission from the participant and then destroy the tape after I transcribe my notes . 
All data collected will be stored in a secure locked cabinet or a password-protected 
computer and will be destroyed after three years. 
If you are interested in exploring participation in this research study, I would be happy to 
discuss it by phone as well as make a presentation to your school district ' s School 
Committee to obtain formal approval. Please feel free to contact me if you have any 
questions or concerns about this research study at ksautter@gmail.com or (781) 424-
1477. You may also contact my dissertation advisor, Judith Bernstein, at 
jbernste@bu.edu or (617) 414-1415 . 
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Thank you for consideration of this research study in your school district. I will follow up 
by phone to discuss this invitation with you in the near future. 
Sincerely, 
Karen Sautter Errichetti 
E3. Key Informant Interview Invitation 
DATE 
Dear [Informant] , 
Your school district is participating in a research study about how schools have 
responded to the Massachusetts 2010 anti-bullying law. I am a doctoral student 
researcher at Boston University and have served as a member of the North Reading 
School Committee. For my dissertation, I am conducting a statewide survey among 
parents, school committee chairs, law enforcement representatives, and superintendents, 
hoping to learn what approaches to the law work well and which ones work less well. In 
order to go a little deeper and enrich the survey, 1 am also planning case studies in four 
diverse school districts to understand the actual experience of school districts in 
developing and implementing policies and programs to protect children from bullying in 
school and online. The focus is on the practical challenges and solutions employed by 
your district in response to the law. Information from the survey and the case studies will 
be summarized and presented without any identifying material, and disseminated broadly 
throughout Massachusetts. 
I am writing to request your participation in a one-on-one interview to help us learn about 
what happened 'on the ground' after the Massachusetts 2010 anti-bullying law was 
enacted. I am interviewing 3-5 school district leaders including yourself in voluntary and 
anonymous 45-minute interviews to talk about your experience addressing bullying in 
your school district. I have enclosed an informed consent form for your review that talks 
more about the research study and your rights as a participant. 
While this study is not designed to directly benefit your school district or the individuals 
who contribute observations to it, the information collected from it will help me to learn 
about how some school districts responded to the 2010 anti-bullying law and to formulate 
initial recommendations for improvements to school anti-bullying policy and to the state 
law. This information will be summarized in a case study report that describes those 
experiences anonymously and will be made publicly available and distributed to other 
school districts, policymakers and other stakeholders. 
I have obtained permission to conduct this research study from the Boston University 
Medical Campus Institutional Review Board. All interviews are confidential and 
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voluntary, and all participants must consent to participate. Participants are free to 
withdraw from the study without risk. I will audio-tape the interviews and focus group 
with permission from the participant and then destroy the tape after I transcribe my notes. 
All data collected will be stored in a secure locked cabinet or a password-protected 
computer and will be destroyed after three years. 
If you are interested in exploring participation in this research study, I would be happy to 
discuss it by phone. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns 
about this research study at ksautter@gmail.com or (781) 424-1477. You may also 
contact my dissertation advisor, Dr. Judith Bernstein, at jbemste@bu.edu or ( 617) 414-
1415. 
Thank you for consideration of this research study. I will follow up by phone to discuss 
this invitation with you in the near future. 
Sincerely, 
Karen Sautter Errichetti 
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Note: the survey instrument is designed for electronic administration. Programming 
notes are in bold italics. All questions with skip logic are automatic, with appropriate 
page breaks between questions. All pages of the survey have a 'Previous' and 'Next' 
button at the bottom of the page. All questions will be programmed to be 'optional' to 
ensure voluntary response. 
WELCOME AND CONSENT SCREEN 
Thank you for taking this confidential survey to evaluate anti-bullying efforts in your 
community and in Massachusetts statewide. Before we begin, we ask that you read our 
informed consent form: 
Background 
Bullying is a form of violence that occurs in schools and online. The Massachusetts state 
legislature passed a law in 2010 that requires school districts to develop policies and 
procedures to protect students from bullying in schools. 
Purpose 
This study is investigating how school districts and communities around the state have 
responded to the Massachusetts 2010 anti-bullying law. This research is interested in 
learning how parents, school committee chairs, law enforcement representatives and 
superintendents across the state understand the 20 10 law and what approaches to the law 
they think work well or less well. The study is focused on helping all of us learn about 
how some school districts and communities responded to the 2010 anti-bullying law and 
to develop recommendations to improve school anti-bullying policy and the state law. 
The study is NOT about determining whether school districts have complied with the 
legal requirements of the law. 
What Happens In This Research Study 
If you are a parent, school committee chair, law enforcement representative or 
superintendent who agrees to participate in a one-time survey, you will be one of at least 
4 members of your community who is asked to take a survey about your views of the 
Massachusetts anti-bullying law. The survey may be completed online and will ask you 
questions about your opinion and understanding of the Massachusetts anti-bullying law, 
local policy about bullying, any procedures or rules about bullying in your school or 
school district. The survey will also ask you about how you defme bullying, about 
whether bullying happens in the school district, and about how the school district 
responds to bullying when it happens. The survey does not ask you to share your personal 
experiences with bullying. 
This survey will take 8-10 minutes . There are no "right" or "wrong" answers. Once you 
complete the survey, your participation in the study will be completed. There will be no 
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further email invitations, activities or contact with study personnel. The research will 
take place electronically with no direct contact with researchers. 
Risks and Discomforts 
Sharing information about bullying and how you respond to it may make you feel 
uncomfortable. However, you have the option to not answer any questions asked in the 
survey. As in any research study, there may be unknown risks/discomforts involved. 
There is also a potential loss of confidentiality. 
Potential Benefits 
There is no direct benefit to you. However, this survey will give you a chance to add your 
ideas and opinions to recommendations to improve school policy and the Massachusetts 
anti-bullying law. 
Alternatives 
Your alternative is to not participate in the survey. Participation is completely voluntary 
(your choice to do or not). 
Subject Costs and Payments 
There are no costs to you if you participate in this survey. There will be no financial cost 
to you if you participate in this survey. The survey will take about 8-10 minutes of your 
time. You will not be compensated for your time. 
Confidentiality 
The researchers for this study will protect the confidentiality of whatever answers you 
provide in the survey, and no identifying information will be collected. Information from 
this survey will be used for research purposes and may be published; however, your name 
will not be used in any publications. Responses will be summarized in a report across all 
survey participants. 
Subject's Rights 
By consenting to participate in this survey y~u do not waive any of your rights. Giving 
consent means that you have heard or read the information about the study and that you 
agree to participate. You will be able to print a copy of this form. If you refuse to 
participate or if at any time you decide not to complete the survey you will not suffer any 
penalty. You may obtain further information about your rights as a research subject by 
calling the Office of the Institutional Review Board of Boston University Medical Center 
at 617-63 8-7207. The investigator or a member of the research team will try to answer all 
of your questions. If you have questions or concerns at any time, contact Karen Errichetti 
at 781-424-1477 or Judith Bernstein at 617-414-1415 during the day. 
Right to Refuse or Withdraw 
Taking part in this survey is voluntary. You have the right to refuse to take part in this 
survey. If you decide to take the survey and then change your mind, you can stop taking 
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the survey. Your participation is completely up to you. If you choose to take part, you 
have the right to stop at any time. If there are any new findings during the study that 
may affect whether you want to take part, you will be told about them as soon as 
possible. 
Protection of Subject Health Information 
The information you share in the survey will be stored password protected computer. The 
information stored on the computer will not have your name or any identifying 
information on them, and they will be wiped out as soon as the research is completed. 
The results of this research study may be published in a book or journal, or used to teach 
others. However, your name or other identifying information will not be used for these 
purposes. 
If you accept these terms and wish to take the survey, please click the button below: 
["I Accept/Understand" button] 
PLEASE ENTER YOUR PASSWORD 
[ENTER PASSWORD] 
[START SURVEY BUTTON] 
SECTION 1. ABOUTYOU 
These questions will help us learn about your role in your community so we can ask you 
the right questions for you. 
1. Please select your school district. 
0 [INSERT DROP DOWN OF ALL PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICTS] -7 
AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: IF REGIONAL DISTRICT, GO TO QUESTION 
JA 
0 Other - please specify: _ ____ _ 
a. Regional School Districts only: What town do you reside in? 
0 [INSERT DROP DOWN MENU FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT REPORTED 
IN QUESTION 1] 
0 Other - please specify: 
-----
2. Which of the following best describes your primary role in the community or school 
district? 
0 Superintendent or designee -7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO 
QUESTION2A 
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0 School Committee member 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO 
QUESTION3A 
0 Law Enforcement Leader or designee 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO 
TO QUESTION 2A 
0 Parent 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 3B 
a. If you are answering this survey on behalf of someone, please describe your 
own role or title. Do not use your name. 
7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 3A 
3. [Tenure question: two versions]: 
a. How many years have you served in the community or school district? 
0 Less than 1 year 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO THANK YOU 
SCREEN 
0 1-5 years 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 4 
0 6-10 years 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 4 
0 More than 10 years 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 4 
b. How long have you resided in the community? 
0 Less than 1 year 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO THANK YOU 
SCREEN 
0 1-5 years 
0 6-10 years 
0 More than 1 0 years 
4. Have you served in this role (or for parents, lived in the community) continuously 
since January 1, 2011? 
0 Yes 
0 No 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO THANK YOU SCREEN 
5. For School Committee Chairs Only: Are you currently serving as Chairman of the 
School Committee in this school district? 
0 Yes 
0 No 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO THANK YOU SCREEN 
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SECTION 2. BULLYING AND THE LAW 
These questions are about your understanding of bullying and your awareness of 
Massachusetts legislation around bullying in schools. 
6. Which of the following would you consider to be characteristics ofbullying? Please 
select all that apply? 
0 intent to harm or coerce 
0 repetition over time 
0 a power imbalance between the bully and their victim(s) 
0 Other, please specify: ______ _ 
7. Describe an example, real or hypothetical, of something you consider to be bullying 
(1-2 sentences maximum). Please do not include any identifying information about 
the situation. 
8. Are you aware of the law against bullying in Massachusetts schools? 
0 Yes 
0 No 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: SKIP TO SECTION 3 
9. Do you support the law against bullying in Massachusetts schools? 
0 Yes 
ONo 
0 I don't know 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: SKIP TO QUESTION 10 
a. Why do you support or not supp011 the law against bullying in Massachusetts 
schools? 
10. Below is the legal definition of bullying in Massachusetts. 
The repeated use by one or more students [aggressor(s)] of a written, verbal or 
electronic expression or a physical act or gesture or any combination thereof, 
directed at a target that: (i) causes physical or emotional harm to the target or 
damage to the target's property; (ii) places the target in reasonable fear of harm to 
him/herself or of damage to his/her property; (iii) creates a hostile environment at 
school for the target; (iv) infringes on the rights of the target at school; or (v) 
materially and substantially disrupts the education process or the orderly operation 
of a school. 
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a. Do you agree with the way the law defmes bullying? 
0 Yes 
ONo 
b. Why do you agree or disagree with the way the law defines bullying? 
c. What, if anything, would you change anything about the way the law defmes 
bullying? 
11. Below is the legal definition of cyber-bullying in Massachusetts: 
Bullying through the use of technology or any electronic communication, which shall 
include, but shall not be limited to, any transfer of signs, signals, writing, images, 
sounds, data or intelligence of any nature transmitted in whole or in part by a wire, 
radio, electromagnetic, photo electronic or photo optical system, including, but not 
limited to, electronic mail, internet communications, instant messages or facsimile 
communications. Cyber-bullying shall also include (i) the creation of a web page or 
blog in which the creator assumes the identity of another person or (ii) the knowing 
impersonation of another person as the author of posted content or messages, if the 
creation or impersonation creates any of the conditions enumerated in clauses (i) to 
(v ), inclusive, of the definition of bullying. 
a. Do you agree with the way the law defmes cyber-bullying? 
0 Yes 
ONo 
b. Why do you agree or disagree with the way the law defines cyber-bullying? 
I 
c. What, if anything, would you change anything about the way the law defines 
cyber-bullying? 
12. Are you familiar with the requirements of the law against bullying in Massachusetts? 
0 Yes 
0 No -7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: SKIP TO SECTION 3 
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13. What features of the law do you recognize from the list below? Please select all that 
apply. 
0 Requirement for the state to publish guidelines and sample policies for 
schools 
0 Requirement for every school to have a bullying prevention plan 
0 Mandated teachers/staff reporting of bullying to the principal or another 
administrator 
0 Mandated prevention and intervention training for staff and students in every 
grade 
0 Specialized curriculum for students with special education needs 
0 Requirement for schools to adopt a school district policy on bullying in 
schools 
14. Do you think the law against bullying in Massachusetts schools has reduced bullying 
in schools in your community? Please select one. 
0 Not at all 
0 A little 
0 Alot 
a. Why or why not do you think that the law has reduced bullying in schools? 
SECTION 3. BULLYING IN SCHOOLS 
These next questions are about what issues are facing students in your community and 
about bullying in schools. 
15. What are the top 3 problems facing students in your community? Please select only 3. 
Please read through the whole list before selecting items. 
Please check 3. School Issue (randomized) 
0 Chronic illness 
0 Weapons possession 
0 Alcohol use 
0 Discrimination 
0 Drug abuse 
0 Smoking 
0 Violence 
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0 Bullying 
0 Lack of parent involvement 
0 Student apathy 
0 Poverty 
0 Student absenteeism 
0 Family violence 
0 Parent drug/alcohol abuse 
0 Other, please specify: 
16. Do you think bullying is a problem in your school district/community? 
0 Yes~ AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 17A 
0 No~ AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 17A 
0 I don't know~ AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 17 
a. Why or why not? 
17. To your knowledge, where has bullying among students occurred in your 
community? Please check all that apply. 
0 Workplaces 
0 Schools 
0 Neighborhoods 
0 School Buses 
0 In the home 
0 Recreational programs 
0 School athletic programs and/or events 
0 After-school programs 
0 Parks 
0 Online 
0 Other, please specify: ______ _ 
Programming note: Survey will randomize the order of the response categories. 
18. Are there particular groups of students who are more affected by bullying than others, 
either as bullies or as victims of bullies? 
0 Yes~ AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 18A 
0 No~ AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO SECTION 4 
0 I don't know~ AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO SECTION 4 
a. Who are those students? 
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SECTION 4. ADDRESSING BULLYING IN THE COMMUNITY 
19. Are schools in your community trying to prevent bullying from happening? 
0 Yes 
0 Somewhat 
ONo 
0 I don' t know 
20. Are schools in your community succeeding in preventing bullying from happening? 
0 Yes 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 20A AND THEN 
QUESTION21 
0 Somewhat 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 20A AND 
THEN QUESTION 20B 
0 No 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 20B 
0 I don't know 7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 21 
a. What are some of the factors that have made it possible for schools to be 
successful in preventing bullying from happening at school? 
0 Clear anti-bullying policy 
0 Clear procedures 
0 School leadership has made bullying prevention a priority 
0 Teachers and/or staff are empowered to address bullying when it happens 
0 Students are more aware of bullying and its consequences 
0 School culture has made bullying less acceptable 
0 Other: _______ _ 
b. What are some of the challenges that have prevented schools from being more 
successful in preventing bullying from happening at school? 
0 Lack of a clear anti-bullying policy 
0 Unclear procedures 
0 School leadership has not made bullying prevention a high priority 
0 Teachers and/or staff are not empowered to address bullying when it 
happens 
0 Students are not aware of bullying and its consequences 
0 School culture promotes bullying as normal or unimportant 
0 Other: 
-----------------------
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21. Does your school have any school-level policies and/or procedures about: 
a. Bullying? 
0 Yes 
ONo 
0 I don't know 
b. Cyber-bullying? 
0 Yes 
ONo 
0 I don't know 
22. Are bullying policies or procedures made publicly available to students and their 
families? 
0 Yes, policies and procedures are made publicly available 
0 No, policies and procedures are not made publicly available 
0 I don't know 
23. Do you know if the school district tracks statistics on bullying situations? 
0 Yes, they do track statistics on bullying situations~ AUTOMATIC SKIP 
LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 23A 
0 No, they don't track statistics on bullying situations~ AUTOMATIC SKIP 
LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 24 
0 I don't know~ AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 24 
a. Does your school district routinely collect data on bullying incidents? 
0 Yes 
ONo 
0 I don't know 
b. Does your school district report bullying incidents to the Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education? 
0 Yes 
ONo 
0 I don't know 
c. Does the school district share bullying data with any of the following? Please 
check all that apply? 
0 Municipal leaders 
0 Town administrators 
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0 School Committee members 
0 Law enforcement 
0 Parents 
0 Community members 
0 I don't know 
d. Have there been any challenges to collecting information on bullying 
incidents? 
0 Yes -7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 23D.I 
0 No -7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 24 
0 I don't know -7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO 
QUESTION24 
1. What were those challenges? 
24. Do you know if the school district trains its teachers and/or staff in how to address 
bullying? 
0 Yes, they train teachers and/or staff in how to address bullying 
0 No, they do not train teachers and/or staff in how to address bullying 
0 I don't know 
25. Do you know if anti-bullying efforts have caused any financial strain on school 
resources? 
0 Yes 
ONo 
0 I don't know 
26. Do you know if the school involves law enforcement in addressing bullying? 
0 Yes -7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 26A 
0 No -7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 27 
0 I don't know -7 AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 27 
a. How does the school district involve law enforcement in addressing bullying 
in schools? 
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27. Do you know if the school involves parents in addressing bullying? 
0 Yes~ AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO QUESTION 27A 
0 No~ AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO SECTION 5 
0 I don't know~ AUTOMATIC SKIP LOGIC: GO TO SECTION 5 
a. How does the school district involve parents in addressing bullying in 
schools? 
SECTION 5. OPTIONAL INFORMATION 
These optional questions will help us compare responses across groups of respondents to 
this survey. 
28. Please select your gender. 
0 Male 
0 Female 
29. What category best describes your age? 
0 18-25 years 
0 26-30 years 
0 31-35 years 
0 3 6-40 years 
0 41-45 years 
0 46-50 years 
0 51-55 years 
0 56-60 years 
0 61 years or older 
30. Thank you for participating in this survey. Do you have any final comments to share 
that you were not able to provide earlier in this survey? 
THANK YOU SCREEN 
Thank you for submitting your survey and for your participation in this research project. 
If you have any questions about the survey, or would like information about the results 
when the study is completed, please contact doctoral student Karen Errichetti at 
ksautterC~gmail.com or call (781) 424-1477. 
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Introduction 
Thank you for taking the time out of your day to meet with me. As I Address any 
wrote in my invitation, I am conducting a research study for my concerns or 
dissertation about how schools have responded to the Massachusetts questions as 
2010 anti-bullying law. I am a second-term member of the North needed. 
Reading School Committee and a doctoral student researcher at 
Boston University. I chose the topic of bullying for my dissertation 
because of my own experience observing the anti-bullying legislation 
being developed and then implemented in my school district. I suspect 
school committee members, administrators, educators, students, their 
parents, and others around the state have learned many things from 
this experience, so I set out to learn what approaches to the law work 
well and which ones work less well in different school districts. 
My approach to this research is a case study in four diverse school 
districts around the state. My goal is to learn from those on the 
frontlines about their actual experience of developing and 
implementing policies and programs to protect children from bullying 
in school and online. To clarify my purpose in doing this work, I want 
to share that my sole focus is on the practical challenges and solutions 
developed and implemented in your district in response to the law. I 
am not here to assess whether your district implemented the legal 
requirements of the law, and in fact I am going to make an assumption 
that you have done that because this study is not about compliance. It 
is about the real-life process of putting the law into practice and the 
challenges involved in doing that. By gathering these stories, I hope to 
develop recommendations to improve school policy and the state law 
to be shared broadly throughout Massachusetts in an anonymous 
report. 
Informed Consent and Permission to Record Interview 
Before we get started, I want to review the informed consent form Hand informed 
with you. The interview should last approximately 45 minutes. I want consent form to 
to remind you that this interview is voluntary and confidential. What the participant. 
we talk about in this room stays in this room so feel free to share your 
opinion openly and honestly without worrying that it will be repeated Do not record 
outside these walls. You may choose not to answer any questions the interview if 
during the interview and we can stop at anytime. Your interview the participant is 
answers will be summarized in a report along with the interviews from uncomfortable. 
other key stakeholders throughout the district. I will not identify your 
name, your school name, or your school district name with your 
responses. I would also like to record our session today so I will not 
have to take notes during our conversation, but I will be deleting the 
recording as soon as I write up my notes, and I won't use names in my 
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Topic 
notes. Are you okay with me recording our discussion? Do you have 
any questions before we begin? Let's get started with the interview. 
Respondent Background 
I'd like to start our conversation today by asking you a few questions 
about your background. 
• How long have you been in your current role? 
• How many years have you worked in the school district? 
Awareness of the Mandate and Opinion 
• Prior to being interviewed, were you aware of the anti-bullying 
law passed by the Massachusetts legislature? 
o If yes, probe: 
• What do you think the law was intended to do? 
• Do you think the anti-bullying law has been 
effective in preventing bullying at your school? 
Why or why not? 
• Has the law changed how you do things at your 
school/in the community? In what way? 
o Ifno: 
• Do you think laws against bullying have the 
potential to stop bullying? Why or why not? 
Bullying at School 
• Is bullying a problem for students at your school/in your 
community? How about online? 
o Probe: What kind of bullying happens at your school? 
(verbal, physical) 
o Probe: Who engages in bullying? 
• As best you can tell, what populations in your school 
district/school/community experience bullying the most? 
• Are you aware of any serious bullying incidents in the SPED 
population (e.g., that resulted in a death or serious injury to the 
victim)? 
• Are you aware of any serious bullying incidents in the 
mainstream school population (e.g., that resulted in a death or 
serious injury to the victim)? 
• How would you describe the general level of violence in the 
community? [e.g. weapons related injury, safety walking in the 
streets, any gang activity] 
• Compared to other public health problems such as drugs and 
alcohol, how much of a priority is preventing bullying in your 
school district/community? Please answer what you and your 
Reminders 
Note if 
respondent has 
been in their role 
in the school 
district before 
2011. 
Note body 
language. 
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colleagues think it should be, not what you hear other people in 
other places think it should be. 
• How does bullying affect school operations? (no effect, some 
effect, disruptive) 
How the School Handles Bullying 
• Does your school have any school-level policies and/or procedures 
about bullying? How about cyber-bullying? 
• Where are the bullying policies or procedures made available to 
the public or students and their families? (e.g., handbooks, on the 
school website) 
• What makes something bullying? 
0 Probe: Can you describe a typical situation of bullying? 
What about a situation that is not bullying? 
0 Probe: What usually happens to students who bully? 
• Who at school decides when something is bullying? 
• Who at school decides what to do about bullying when it happens? 
• Take me through what happens when a situation of bullying 
occurs. Who is involved? What are the steps from identification 
to resolving the situation? 
• How does the school try to prevent bullying from happening? Tell 
me about what the school is doing. 
• Probe: what, who, how? 
• Is bullying online different from bullying at school? How is it the 
same? 
• Is the school doing anything to prevent cyber-bullying? Tell me 
what the school is doing? 
0 Probe: Do you think these efforts have been successful? 
Why or why not? 
0 Probe: What have been some of the challenges in 
addressing bullying? Have you resolved any of those 
challenges? How did you resolve those challenges? 
• Do you know if the school tracks statistics on bullying situations? 
Tell me about how you do that. 
• Do you train your teachers and/or staff in how to address bullying? 
0 Probe: Tell me about that process. Who runs the training? 
What preparation do they need to do that? If that person 
was not available, could someone else step in to conduct a 
training? What has worked? What has worked less well? 
How would you rate the preparation of the teachers and 
staff for handling a bullying situation? Is it about the same 
as before the law, more skilled, or less skilled? 
• Did the school address bullying before the law was implemented? 
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How did that approach differ from the one implemented after the 
law? 
• Do you think you can improve your anti-bullying approach? Tell 
me how you would improve it. 
• Do you know if anti-bullying has caused any financial strain on 
school resources? 
0 Probe: In what way has it been a strain/not been a strain? 
Sustainability and Lessons Learned 
• Going forward, do you know if the school/community plans to 
change anything about its anti-bullying approach? What are those 
changes? 
• If you could go back in time and change anything about what the 
school did about bullying, what would it be? Why? 
• What recommendations do you have for other school districts to 
improve their anti-bullying approaches? 
• What would you most like to learn from other school districts 
about their anti-bullying approaches? 
Wrappin~ Up 
Our time is almost up, and I would like to again thank you for sharing 
your thoughts with me today around bullying. Before we end the 
interview, is there anything else you wish to add or a question you 
think I should have asked you? 
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